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Cases Reported this Week. 
In the Solicitors’ Journal. Worcester City Banking Oo. v. Fir- z 














CURRENT TOPICS. 
Mr. Justice Kexewrcn has his opinion, having 
regard to the Married Women’s Property Act, 1893, that be 
wi 


‘| a married woman is plaintiff, and her action is dismissed 


er which has been in use since the decision 
be used, 


costs, the form of o 
of Scott v. Morley (20 Q. B. D. se should no lon 
but that the form of order should run: “ That defendant 
recover against the plaintiff his costs of this action, such costs to 
be taxed by the taxing master and to be payable out of her 
separate property and not otherwise.” 





TueERzE Is some ground for jubilation in the fact that an action 
in the Chancery Division has been commenced and completed in 
the course of four months. In Mr. Justice Romer’s court this 
week it was stated, with reference to an action then decided, that 
the writ was issued on 10th November last ; that the action was 
set down for trial on the 15th of January; and that it was 
heard on the 14th of March. A Ohancery action may last any 
time from one day to one hundred years; but comparatively 
few are disposed of within six months. 





Tue Ensutnc Easter Sittings, which begin on the 3rd of 
April and end on the 1ith of May, will be too short to allow 
more than two fortnights in which Chancery j can hear 
witness actions. The first of these periods will in on the 
10th of Mee odo ve on 8 y, ae phon ge Fe 
every day o: + fortnight, excepting Monday, the 
yee § Me Justice Norra will hear witness actions. During the 
fortnight commencing Tuesday, the 24th of April, until Satur- 
day, the 5th of May, with the exception of Monday, the 30th of 
ol cacesbind te rigid ter pros ng 

un itions in cases ‘ i 
wil, “wile he fie witness actions, bo heard by Mr. 
Justice Onrrry; and w Mr. Justice Srietine is 
witness actions his motions and unopposed petitions 
heard by Mr. Justice Kexewicn. 





Tx cases cited in the article we print elsewhere on 
without having been Married” ek 
neglect, to which we have so often ; 
of interest to conveyancers in the Law 
it is pointed out that great doubts had to the meaning 
of a common form in daily use by conveyancers, and that 

20 


Norra . 
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very able Judges both of whom afterwards sat in the Court of 
peal, differed in opinion as to the meaning of the form. 
ow, one would have thought that any person who had the 
slightest regard for the interest of conveyancers would have 
reported every case that bore on the subject. But no. The 
cases were reported as far as Himmins v. Bradford (13 Ch. D. 493). 
Every case determined after that is left to the decent seclu- 
sion of the Weekly Notes. We need hardly say how much 
inconvenience is occasioned by the course adopted by the 
Council of Law Reporting. We venture to hope, not that any 
lanation of their past conduct will be given, but that they 
mend their ways for the future. As an earnest of good 
intentions, we hope that they will cause Stoddart v. Savile 
(mentioned in the article above referred to) to be reported at 
once. 





Tue Satz of Goods Act, 1893, on which we commence our 
comments elsewhere, is interesting not only for its retrospective 
operation, but also because a portion of it appears to be ex- 
pressed in a foreign tongue. In the definition clause (section 
62) a praiseworthy effort is made to define when a person is to 
be ‘‘deemed to be insolvent” within the meaning of the Act. 
This is a somewhat important matter having regard to the 
sections as to stoppage im transitu (sections 44-46) which 
give the right of stoppage ‘‘when the buyer of goods be- 
comes insolvent.”’ The definition of being insolvent is as fol- 
lows: “ erson is deemed to be insolvent within the 
meaning of this Act who either has ceased to pay his debts in 
the ordinary course of business, or cannot pay his debts as they 
become due, whether he has committed an act of bankruptcy or 
not, and whether he has become a notour bankrupt or not.”” When 
does a person in England become a “ notour bankrupt’’? 
Hazarding a guess, we should suppose that ‘‘ notour” means 
notorious. e have an idea what a notorious bankrupt means ; 
but the puzzle is why it should be necessary, as regards English 
transactions, to say that it does not matter whether a man 
becomes a notorious bankrupt or not. In this country we usually 
consider it sufficient that a man is adjudicated a bankrupt, 
without his being “notorious.” But then we no doubt forget 
that the measure applies also to Scotland, and that that highly 
favoured portion of the United Kingdom is now making us 
learn the jargon of its old statutes, perhaps in revenge for the 
inroad attempted on its liberties by the Rules of the Supreme 
Court of November last. 





On Wepyespay, in Court of Appeal No. 2, the question arose, 
in Re Salaman, whether some out of a number of clients who 
had joined in instructing a solicitor were entitled to have his 
bill of costs taxed, the others not being parties to the applica- 
tion. Thirty-four persons who had been induced to take shares 
in a company desired to have their names removed from the 
register of members, and instructed the same solicitor to take 

ings against the company for that purpose. Each of 

them gave the solicitor a separate retainer, but they appointed 
@ committee of three to communicate with and instruct the 
solicitor on behalf of the whole body, the arrangement being 
that each of them should be liable to the solicitor for his share 
Only of the total costs, the share being regulated in proportion 
to the number of shares in the company held by each. The 
committee from time to time made calls of so much per 
share on each of the thirty-four persons for the purpose of 
maki yments to the solicitor on account, The solicitor 
deli one bill of costs, and fifteen of the thirty-four 
clients applied for an order to tax it. Mr. Justice Kzxzwion 
i @ petition to stand over in order that the other clients 
might be brought before the court. Ultimately it was ascer- 
tained that some of them did not desire to have a taxation, and 
the applicants were unable to find the rest. Mr. Justice Kexr- 
wick thereupon held that an order for taxation could not be 
made except in the presence of all the thirty-four clients, and 
he dismissed the petition. The Court of Appeal held that he 
was wrong in so doing. They said that in such case any one of 
the clients had in strictness a right to have the bill taxed. The 
learned judge was quite right in endeavouring to bring all the 


clients before the court, so as to have one taxation binding 
them all. But when it was found to be impossible to serve 
them all, it was wrong to refuse a taxation. Of course, if the 
bill were once taxed at the instance of one or more of the 
clients, any other of them who afterwards applied for a taxa- 
tion would do so at his own risk. The court said that the 
practice is as stated in the taxing master’s certificate given in 
a note to the report of Re Colquhoun (5 De G. M. & G. 35)— 
viz., that if the liability be a several, and not a joint, liability, 
the solicitor is to charge against the client all the work he does 
for him severally, and his proportion of the general charges 
which are applicable to him and others. 





Sir James Srzernen has survived for less than three years 
his retirement from the bench. His career was singularly 
different from that of the orthodox judge of the High Oourt. 
As a practising barrister he achieved no great celebrity. As a 
political aspirant he was altogether unsuccessful. He made his 
mark as an author of digests and a draftsman of codes. His 
legal works are confined to the criminal law and the law of 
evidence, but these fields he thoroughly exploited. His Digest 
of the Law of Evidence is a striking contrast in size to the 
standard works which deal with the subject. In his preface he 
pointed to Taylor with his 1,800 pages and some 9,000 cases, 
to Roscoe with his 1,500 pages and over 11,000 cases. These 
books overwhelm the principles with the multitude of details. 
Sir James SrepHen’s object was to extract the principles and 
propound them in a form as clear and concise as ible, In 
criminal law his works gradually covered the whole subject. 
The earliest and the latest volumes were the two editions of the 
General View of the Oriminal Law of England. The first 
was published in 1863. Ten years later, when he was asked 
to prepare a second edition, he found the materials for the work 
deficient. He had neither an authoritative statement of the 
actual law nor a history of the law to which to refer in present- 
ing a general view. He supplied these deficiencies by the Digest 
of the Criminal Law published in 1877, and the History of the 
Criminal Law published in 1883. In the latter year, also, he 
completed his materials by publishing the Digest of Oriminal 
Procedure. After this he rewrote the General View, which 
he then said contained the essence of what he had learnt 
during a long and greatly varied experience of thirty-six years 
as a barrister, a member of the Indian Council, an author, a 
draftsman, and a judge. The manner in which he worked 
naturally led him to the task of codifying. In India 
codes are the recognized mode of legislating, and Sir Jams 
SrerHen will be remembered there by his codes of criminal 
rocedure and of the law of evidence. In England codification 
is a matter of at once greater difficulty and of more doubtful 
expediency. The draft evidence code was never really dis- 
cussed, and the draft criminal code has been hung up for 
several years. Probably this did not trouble the author. en 
there was a chance of dividing the criminal code into two parts, 
and separating the substantive law from the law of procedure, 
he deprecated any such interference with his work. ‘There is 
no hurry,”’ he said, “ about the matter. The law as it stands is 
perfectly well understood, and in substance requires little altera- 
tion. The use of codification would be to give it literary form, 
and so to render it generally accessible to all whom it concerns.” 
Whatever form the criminal law ultimately assumes, Sir Jamzs 
Srzpxen will long be remembered for his work in expounding 
and simplifying it. 





Tux pxcision of the Court of Appeal in Kemp v. Wanklyn 
(reported elsewhere), overruling Childs v. Cox (36 W. 
505, 20 Q. B. D. 290), will not only alter what for some 
years has been treated as the existing law as to service of 
notices of objection on soldiers in barracks claiming votes, 
but is not unlikely to have more far-reaching consequences, 
and especially to affect all cases where service by regis- 
tered agg may be substituted for personal service (see, for 
example, Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 67 (4)). Registered 
post is, no doubt, as a method of conveyance, a tolerably 





certain one for ensuring ultimate delivery at the abode at 
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which a person usually resides, or at the to which it is 
addressed, and perhaps to the person to whom it is addressed, 
but as regards the period of transit and the time at which it is 
actually delivered at such abode, or to such person, it affords no 
greater safeguard than an ordinary ap meer letter. Now 
the time at which any letter is actually delivered is often, from 
situation of the house, or from the migratory character of the 
individual, or from the arrangements, special or otherwise, for 
delivery, of a necessarily uncertain character, and whereas in 
the case of one person it might be safe to prophecy that, with 
tolerable luck, a letter posted at a certain time would reach the 
addressee or his house at a certain time (half an hour more or 
less), in the case of another it would, from the circumstances of 
the case, be mere guess work at what hour or even on what day 
such letter would ‘‘in the ordinary course of post,” be actually 
delivered. There are numberless places in out-of-the-way ‘ages 
of-the country where the ordinary course of post can only be 
described as extraordinary and totally uncertain; and it has 
been decided that, where the delivery is only casual and acci- 
dental, there is no ordinary course of post (see Lewis v. Evans, 
L. R. 10 0. P. 297). May it not, then, also be said that, where 
the time of delivery is, owing to special arrangements or other- 
wise, spasmodic or uncertain, there is no ordinary course of 
post? If, as a matter of fact, it be once established that, in any 
particular case, there is no ordinary course of post, then it is 
clear that, in order to rely on service by post by registered 
letter, it is not sufficient to shew that such letter was in fact 
ultimately delivered, but that it did in fact reach the addressee 
or his abode within the time prescribed for service ; and that the 
sender should not rely on any presumption of probabilities, or 
se | that it shall be deemed to have been delivered at some 
other time. The position of the common secldier is a pecu- 
liar one, and it may even be doubted whether he is within 
reach of the ordinary course of post. He has no voice in 
any postal arrangements which his commanding officer may 
choose to make. He has no abode which he can call his own, 
and although all letters may ultimately reach him, there is no 
certainty as to when he will receive them, and it might therefore 
be argued that he is not within the ordinary course of post. 
Such, at any rate, was the view of the Divisional Court (Lord 
CotzrineGE, O.J., Porzocx, B., and Hawkins, J.) in 1887 in the 
case above referred to of Childs v. Cox. The Court of Appeal 
(Lord Esner, M.R., and Lorzs and Davey, L.JJ.) have taken a 
different view, and have held in Kemp v. Wanklyn that the sender 
of a notice by registered letter is entitled to ignore any special 
arrangements by which the ordinary course of post is superseded, 
even though such special arrangements, as in the case of private 
soldiers, are matter of universal knowledge. It may be ques- 
tioned whether service by letter as a substitute for personal 
service, especially in so important a matter as that of the 
franchise, does not, in consequence of this decisiun, require some 
further limitation by the Legislature. 





Tue Covrt or Aprzat have held, in Seed v. Bradley (42 W. R. 
257), that a covenant by the grantor of a bill of sale that he 
will replace any articles damaged or worn out with others of 
equal value is a term for the “‘ maintenance of the security,” 
and may properly be inserted in a bill of sale. But for the 
decision of the House of Lords in Zhomas y. Kelly (37 W. R. 
353, 13 App. Cas. 506) the point would not be arguable. 
Indeed, it is settled by previous decisions, one a decision of the 
Court of Appeal. In Consolidated Credit Corporation vy. Gosney 
(34 W. R. 106, 16 Q. B. D, 24) Day, J., said: “The power 
to replace goods worn out is a matter of maintenance of 
the security,” In Furber vy. Cobb (17 Q. B. D. 459) Bowen, 
L.J., at the trial took a different view. If the covenant 
was necessary for maintaining the security, there was 
power to seize on breach of it. This, he thought, placed 
the grantor in a very perilous position. Upon failure to re- 
_ any article of ornament, for instance, that happened to be 
oroken, he would be immediately liable to have the whole of 
the goods comprised in the bill of sale seized. ‘I do not 
think,” said Bowzy, L.J., “ that it needs many words to shew 
that a covenant so harsh and penal as I have shewn this to 
be cannot be necessary for the maintenance of the security.” 
But in the Court of Appeal (35 W. R. 398, 18 Q. B. D. 494) 


a different view was taken. Destruction of or injury to 
comprised in the bill of sale, Sir Jawzs Hannen u 
pro tanto, diminished the security, and the only way of main- 
taining the security was to insert a covenant such as 
that in question. “It appears to me,” he said, “that this 
covenant is esssentially necesssary for maintaining the ak 
agreed on, and if I had been required to give an 
of the words under consideration, I sho have selected 
this as the most obvious.” He disposed of the alleged 
hardship by observing that the ri } 
by the Act, and that it was qualified by the proviso to sec 
tion 7 of the Act of 1882, org Bae grantor a chance of 
reventing the removal or sale of goods by repairing the 
ate 5 of covenant within five days. This settled the law, then, 
unless Zhomas v. Kelly (supra) introduced a new principle. But 
in that case the terms were essentially different. e bill of 
sale assigned the chattels specifically described in the schedule 
“together with all other things the property of the —e 
now in or about the premises . . . and alsoallc and 
things which may at any time during the continuance of this 
security be in or about the same . . whether brought 
there in substitution for, or in renewal of, or in addition to, the 
chattels hereby assigned.” Clearly by the use of the words “in 
addition to” this assignment went far beyond the covenant in 
the earlier cases, and was designed not merely for the main- 
tenance of the existing security, but for its indefinite enhance- 
ment. In Seed v. Bradley (suprd) the Court of Ap had 
no difficulty in distinguishing it, and they followed, 
the previous decisions. 





A point of some interest to solicitors and trustees was, we 
understand, decided by Srimtino, J., in chambers on the 5th 
inst. in the case of Re Myers’ Trusts, Browne v. Myers. The 
plaintiff was one of four trustees of a oe settlement 
executed in July, 1888. He had acted as trustee from the com- 
mencement of the trust, but his professional duties as a mini 
engineer now often took him abroad for lengthened periods, 
he was consequently desirous of retiring from the trust, which 
would save the trust the expense of frequently communicating 
with him abroad. The trust estate was considerable, and was 
chiefly invested on foreign and colonial stocks and securities. 
The trustee, on intimating his wish to retire, was informed that 
the matter would be attended to by the solicitors who had 
always acted as solicitors to the trust, and that there was no 
occasion to employ another solicitor. The trustee, however, 
wished for his own protection to be separately advised.on his 
retirement by his own solicitor. A correspondence ensued 
between his solicitor and the solicitors to the trust, the latter 
claiming the right (which was conceded) to prepare the neces- 
sary documents, and insisting that the trustee’s costs of 
separately advised must be borne by himself. Ultimately the 
trustee took out an originating summons, under R. 8. O., ord. 
55, asking that he might be at li to retire from the trust 
and that his costs of being y ad ) taxed, 
might be paid out of the trust estate. Counsel for the defend. 
ants cited Forshaw v. Higginson (20 Beav. 486), and contended 
that the trustee was retiring for his own convenience; that no 
sufficient ground was shewn for his retiring from the trust so 
soon; and that he ought therefore to bear the costs of being 
separately advised. Mr. Justice Srirtinc thought that nearly 
six years was a substantial period for a person as 
trustee. He doubted whether Romy, M.R., intended to lay 
down as a broad rule the —— stated in Forshaw v. 
Higginson (supra), and held that the plaintiff was entitled to be 
advised, and made an order in the terms of the 


$ 
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separately 
summons. 


Ovr otp Frienp the Law List this week, admirable 
in type and arrangement, as west bat with anew Sie 
eo! By a complete list of chartered accountants in England 
and Wales, arranged under the names of the towns w. 
carry on business. The list fills over sixty pages. 
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DEATH WITHOUT HAVING BEEN MARRIED. 


Tue difficulty in determining the meaning of the phrase 
‘without having been married” in the ultimate trusts of the 
fortune of a lady in her marriage settlement arises, as 

inted out by Knicut Bruce, L.J., in Wilson vy. Atkinson (4 

G. J. & 8., at p, 460, where the decision of Romitiy, M.R., 
33 Beav. 536, was reversed), from its being able to bear three 
different meanings—(1) without having been married to anyone, 
(2) without leaving a husband at her death, (3) without having 
been married to her then intended husband. If it bears the 
first of these meanings, her children, whether by the intended 
or any other marriage, cannot take under the ultimate trust; if 
it bears the second meaning, her children by any marriage, 
including that then intended, can take ; and if it bears the third 
meaning, the children by her first marriage and those by any 
— marriage, except the intended marriage, can take. 

In Wilson v. Atkinson the settlement which was executed on 
the marriage of J. W., a widow, who had an illegitimate 
daughter, J. E. H. A., contained no provisions for her children, 
and there was the usual ultimate trust for her statutory next of 
kin as if she had died possessed thereof intestate and ‘‘ without 
having been married.” And it was thereby ‘declared that 
J, E. H. A., the daughter of the said J. W., shail, for the pur- 

of this trust, be deemed to be the lawful child of the said 
. W.” It is obvious that the provision last stated shews that 
the words “‘ without having been married ” were not intended to 
exclude children, as the gift to the statutory next of kin was the 
only gift under which children could by any possibility take. 
Both Knicut Bruce and Turner, L.JJ., decided the case on 
that ground, but each of them was also of opinion that without 
the declaration as to J. E. H. A. the trust for the statutory next 
of kin would by itself include children. One cannot help 
seeing that, if the report is correct on this point, the Lord 
Justices must have meant that they would put this construction 
on the words in a case, as in that before them, where the usual 
trusts for children did not exist. 

In Re Ball (11 Ch. D. 270) there were no trusts for children, 
and the ultimate trusts were the same as in Wilson vy. Atkinson 
pry as to the proviso) : the wife died leaving a husband and 
a child of the marriage surviving, and Fry, J., decided that the 
child took all the trust funds under the gift to the statutory next 
of kin, but he said that in the absence of authority he should have 
had great difficulty in holding that a child could take under an 
ultimate trust in the usual form for the persons who would have 
been the statutory next of kin of the wife had she died intestate 
and ‘‘ without having been married,’ because if the wife had 
— been married she never could have had a child capable of 
taking. 

In Wilson vy. Atkinson and in Re Ball there was no original 
trust for the children, and the only manner in which they could 
= take was under the ultimate trust. The next case was 

lpton v. Brown (12 Ch. D. 872). By a settlement, made on the 


marriage of a widow, provisions vesting at twenty-one were made 


for her child by her former marriage and her children by her 
intended marriage, and if no child by either marriage attained 
twenty-one the property was to be held on the usual ultimate 
trusts, as if she had died intestate and “without having been 
married.’” There were no children of the second marriage ; the 
child of the first marriage survived his mother and died under 
twenty-one, and it was held by Fry, J., on the authority of 
Wilson vy. Atkinson, that he took as sole next of kin. 

In Emmins v. Bradford (13 Ch. D, 493) a settlement, made on 
the marriage of a widow, contained a recital that she had three 
children by her former marriage, and the property was settled, in 
the events that happened, subject to her life interest, on the same 
trusts as in Upton v. Brown. Jussxt, M.R., decided that the chil- 
dren were not entitled under the ultimate trust, on the ground 
that.a woman who dies without having been married means a 
woman who dies without having had a husband. 

In Re Arden (W. N., 1890, p. 204) where the ultimate trust was 
in the same form, and was contained in the settlement made on 
the first marriage of a woman who had no children by her first 
marriage, it was held by Srieuinc, J., that the children of the 
second marriage could take. In Stoddart v. Saville, No, 2 (38 Soxt- 
cirors’ JovrnaL, 79), where the settlement contained no express 





trust for children, they were allowed to take under the ultimate 
trust in the usual form. 

It is somewhat remarkable that in none of the cases was any 
reference made to so well known a book as Mr. Davinson’s 
Precedents, where he points out that the words are intended to 
make the wife’s settled + property devolve as if she left neither 
husband or children. (See to the same effect in 9 Jarm. By. 
278; 2K. & E, 468; 2 Prid. 254; 6 Byth. Jarm. by Robbins, 
318; Elph. Introd. 318.) 

‘‘ The settled practice of conveyancers is to be looked —_ as 

art of the common law”: per James, L.J., Re Ford and Hill (10 
Ch. D., at p. 370), (See the other cases collected Elph. N. & O. 
Interp. 63.) How can a judge ascertain this practice? He 
may inquire from conveyancers what the practice is, or he may 
read the statements as to the practice contained in books gene- 
rally used by the profession. It will be observed that all the 
treatises on conveyancing which discuss the question before us 
concur in stating that the object of inserting the words ‘‘ with- 
out having been married” is to exclude the children. It appears 
to follow from the remark of James, L.J., that, whether this is 
the effect of the words taken in their ordinary meaning or not, 
it must, as a matter of law, not of construction, be taken to be 
the effect of the words when used in a document drawn accord- 
ing to the forms used by conveyancers. 

We cannot help thinking that if the question went up to the 
Court of Appeal the decision would be in accordance with the 
rec.ived opinions of conveyancers, but until such a decision is 
given it is impossible to use the form with safety. Various 
words have been suggested. Mr. Vaisry suggests ‘‘as if she 
had died a spinster,” observing, truly enough, that a spinster 
cannot have a child who can take as one of her next of kin. We 
do not, however, see the distinction between a woman who dies 
a spinster and a woman who dies without having been married ; 
if the courts say that the child of the latter can take, it is to be 
supposed that they will say that the child of the former can 
take. It has also been suggested that the phrase ‘‘as if she 
had died without having been married and without having had 
a child” will suffice. This is probably correct, but it appears 
to be grossly indecent to refer to the possibility of a virtuous 
woman having a child though she was not married. Possibly 
the safer course may be to say ‘“‘as if she died a widow and 
without ever having had a child.” Whatever form is used care 
should be taken on the settlement on the marriage of a widow 
not to exclude the children of the first marriage if they attain 
twenty-one, &c. 

It may, perhaps, be noticed that no case has yet decided that 
if there is the usual trust for the children of the intended 
marriage attaining twenty-one, &c., and no child attains twenty- 
one, a child surviving its mother and dying under twenty-one 
can take under the ultimate trust. But if Upton v. Brown was 
correctly decided, it follows logically that this must be the 
decision come to if the case arises; with the result that if the 
father survives the infant he will take the wife’s fortune as the 
infant’s administrator, the very thing intended to be guarded 
against. 


THE SALE OF GOODS ACT, 1893. 
4 
Tue Sale of Goods Act, which, although passed only on the 20th 
of February, is credited to last year, and which, by a strange 
blunder to which we recently called attention, must be taken to 
have been in operation since the Ist of January, is described 
as an “ Act codifying the Law relating to the Sale of Goods.” 
It contains sixty-four sections, and is divided into six parts 
dealing with the following topics :—(1) Formation of the con- 
tract; (2) Effects of the contract; (3) Performance of the con- 
tract; (4) Rights of unpaid seller against the goods; and () 
Actions for breach of the contract, The last part is supple- 
mentary. Inthe preovet articles we propose to consider generally 
the mode in which the contract of sale i been treated. To a 
considerable extent the principles established by judicial 
authority have been buen to rule, but the effect of the rules 


will probably only be intelligible by reference to the cases, and 
in certain departn:cots of the law—as, for instance, in deter- 
mining what is a “note or memorandum in writing” within 
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section 4—it will still be necessary to rely on the existing de- 
cisions. 

Definitions.—Reference may be made in the first place to some 
of the definitions contained in section 62. The most important 
is the definition of ‘‘ goods.” This term includes ‘‘all chattels 
personal other than things in action and money.” It also 
includes “ emblements, industrial growing crops, and things 
attached to or forming part of the land which are agreed to be 
severed before sale or under the contract of sale.” Section 4, 
in re-enacting section 17 of the Statute of Frauds, speaks of 
‘‘ goods,” only and the above definition is intended to express 
the construction which had been put upon the phrase “‘ goods, 
wares, or merchandises.’”’ Shares in companies, for instance, 
are things in action (Colonial Bank v. Whinney, 34 W. R. 705, 
11 App. Cas. 426), and were not within section 17 (Humble v. 
Mitchell, 11 A. & E. 205). The inclusion of emblements and 
industrial growing crops is in accordance with the principle luid 
down by Lord Biacxsurn that they are within Lord Tenrer- 
pEN’s Act, if not within the Statute of Frauds. ‘‘ An agree- 
ment to transfer the property in something that is attached to the 
soil at the time of the agreement, but which is to be severed 
from the soil and converted into goods before the property is to 
be transferred, is an agreement for the sale of goods within the 
meaning of 9 Geo. 4, c. 14, if not of the 29 Car. 2, c, 3” 
(Blackburn on Contracts of Sale, p. 5; Benj. on Sale, p. 115). 
The following are other definitions which should be noticed. 
‘‘ Contract of sale’’ includes an agreement to sell as well as a 
sale. ‘‘Future goods” means goods to be manufactured or 
acquired by the seller after the making of the contract of sale. 
“Property” means the general property in goods, and not 
merely a special property. 

Contract of sale-—The Act deals only with a speciak kind of 
contract. It assumes, therefore, the general principles of con- 
tract, and makes no reference, for instance, to the mutual assent 
on which the contract is based. A contract for the sale of goods 
is defined by section 1 (1) as ‘‘a contract whereby the seller 
transfers or agrees to transfer the property in goods to the buyer 
for a money consideration, called the price.” This includes the 
two elements always recognized in a contract of sale—the trans- 
fer of property, either immediately or in the future—that is, the 
absolute property—and a price in money. In the Indian Con- 
tract Act, 1872 (s. 77), ‘‘ sale is the exchange of property for a 

rice. It involves the transfer of the ownership of the thing sold 
ee the seller to the buyer.” The definition does not touch the 
numerous cases which determine whether a contract is one of sale 
or for work and labour, save that the test in such cases is whether 
under the contract the property in a chattel passes to a person 
who had previously no property in it (Benj. on Sale, p. 105). Sub- 
section (3) replaces by the terms “sale” and “agreement to 
sell’’ the existing distinction between a bargain and sale and an 
executory agreement for sale. The Statute of Frauds applied 
to a bargain and sale; whether it applied also to an execu- 
tory agreement was the subject of conflicting decisions until 
Lord Tenterden’s Act expressly included them. It is now pro- 
vided that ‘‘ where under a contract of sale the property in the 
goods is transferred from the seller to the buyer, the contract is 
called a sale; but where the transfer of the property is to take 
place at a future time, or subject to some condition thereafter 
to be fulfilled, the contract is called an agreement to sell.” In 
accordance with what has been said above, capacity to buy and 
sell is regulated by the general law concerning capacity to con- 
tract, and to transfer and acquire property (section 2), but 
necessaries supplied to infants and other B geome incompetent to 
contract are to be paid for at a reasonable price. Necessaries 
are defined as ‘‘ goods suitable to the condition in life of such 
infant or minor or other person, and to his actual requirements 
at the time of the sale and delivery.” 

Formalities of the contract.—A contract of sale is either express 
or implied from the conduct of the parties. If express, it may, 
subject to special requirements, be made in writing, either with 
or without seal, or by word of mouth, or partly in writing and 
partly by word of mouth. This is ized by section 3, 
which provides, however, that nothing in the section shall 


the list of repealed enactments in the schedule. In re-enacting 
section 17 some verbal alterations have been made. As above 
asap the pes ee. is 

BE age BE y. The section provided no contract for 
the sale of goods for the price of £10 or upwards should be 
‘allowed to be good” unless one of the requirements 
was complied with. The effect, said Buacksurn in 
Maddison v. Alderson (31 W. BR. 820, 8 App. Cas., p. 488), 
was not to render the contracts void, still less illegal, but was 
to render the kind of evidence required indispensable when it 
was sought to enforce the contract. In accordance with this 
statement, it is now provided that the contract “shall not 
be enforceable by action.” There are some other 
but it is not nm to notice them here. The limit 
of value—£10—ig the same, and as before the require- 
ments are either acceptance and recei or earnest or 
agg payment, ~ . 7 or — 2 um in ——— of 
the contract si e party to be charged, or agent 
in that behalf The next sub-section uces section 7 
of Lord Tenrerpen’s Act, and thus extends the section to con- 
tracts for goods to be delivered at some future time. The third 
sub-section gives a definition of “ .” This word 
said Lord Herscuett in Zaylor v. Smith (40 W. R. 486; 1892, 
2 Q. B., p. 70), “is not used in the statute according to its com- 
mon acceptation, and in what precise sense it is used has never 
been determined.” It is settled, however, that it does not mean 
a final acceptance so as to debar the purchaser from rejecting 
the goods, if they turn out not to be equal to sample (Jforton v, 
Tibbett, 15 Q. B. 428); it is sufficiunt if the amounts 
to a recognition of thecontract. ‘‘ Having ,” said Bower, 
L.J., in Page v. Morgan (33 W. R. 793, 15 Q. B. D., p. 283), 
‘‘to the mischiefs at which the statute was aimed, it wo 
appear a natural conclusion that the acceptance contemplated by 
the statute was such a dealing with the as amounts to a 
recognition of the contract.” In i 
the present enactment provides as follows: ‘‘ There is an 
ance of goods within the meaning of this section when 
buyer does any act in relation to the goods which recognizes a 
pre-existing contract of sale, whether there be an acceptance in 
performance of the contract or not ” 

Subject-matter of contract.—The subject-matter of the contract 
must be ‘ goods” in the sense d above, but these may bé 
either existing or “ future ” that is, goods to be manu- 
factured or acquired by the seller after the making 
tract of sale. It was at one time held that a contract for the sale 
of future goods was a , and so void (per Ansorr, OJ., im 
Bryan v. Lewis, Ry. & M. 386), but the decision was dis- 
approved, and was overruled in Hibblewhite v. M'Morine (6 
M. & W.462). Acontract for the sale of specific goods assumes 
that they are in existence at the time when the contract is made. 
Hence, if they have at that time perished, the basis of tho con- 
tract does not exist, and the contract is void (ZZastie v. Conturier, 
9 Ex. 102). This rule is enacted in section 6. If the 
perish after the sale, but before delivery, the purchaser 
the loss. But in the case of an agreement to sell specific goods, 
if the goods perish subsequently, without any fault on the part 
of the seller or buyer, before the risk — to the buyer, the 
contract is avoided (section 7: see Taylor v. Caldwell, 3 B. & 8. 
826). 

The price.—The price may be fixed by the contract, or may be 
left to be fixed in hunter agreed, or may be determined 
by the course of dealing between the parties (section ABs 

here no price is thus determined, it has been settled, as 
to executed (Acebal v. , 10 Bing. 376) and as to 
(Hoadley v. M’Laine, 10 Bing. 4835 
must pay a reasonable price. This rule is enacted by sub-sectic 
2, which further — es that what is a reasonable price is a 
question of fact de 
ticular case. Ifthe price is to be fixed by the valuation ofa 
third party, and if, without the fault of buyer or seller, the. 
valuation is not made, the meneae is avoided, unless the 
buyer has had the in w case he 
able price. Ifthe valuation is prevented by the fault of either 





affect the law relating to co ions. The following section 
introduces section 17 of the Statute of Frauds and section 7 of 
Lord Tenterden’s Act, both of these sections being included in 


arty, the other may have an action for damages him. 
ota 9, in hich these provisions are contained. i ‘ounded on 
Clarke v. Westrope (18 OC, B. 765) 
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LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


PROcEDURE.—The Supreme Court of Judicature (Procedure) Bill has 
been reintroduced by the Lord Chancellor and read a first time. The 
main object of the Bill, as stated in the memorandum prefixed to it, 
is to deal with the subject of appeals, with special reference to the 
statement in the report of the Council of Judges that ‘‘ although the 
number of cases in which appeals in matters of practice have been 
carried to several successive courts does not appear large, the 
Council recommend that the opportunity of using so many stages 
of appeal should be taken away.” The Bill is also designed 
(clause 2) to improve the procedure on appeals from quarter 
sessions, and to give the High Court on such appeals the same 
wers as it has on appeals from county courts; and (clause 3) to 
iminish by rules of court the elaboration of evidence on certain 
proceedings where economy and despatch are of the essence of jus- 
tice. Clause 1 provides:—‘‘(1) No appeal shall lie (a) from an 
order allowing an extension of time for appealing from a judgment 
or order; nor (}) except with the leave of the judge, or of a judge 
of the Court of Appeal, from any interlocutory order or judgment 
made or given by a judge, except where the liberty of the subject or 
the custody of infants is concerned, and except in cases of grantin 
or refusing an injunction or appointing a receiver. (2) No appea 
shall lie Son an order of a judge giving unconditional leave to 
defend an action. (3) In matters of practice and procedure every 
a l from a judge shall be to the Court of Appeal, whose decision 
8 be final.” The fourth sub-clause provides that where there is a 
right of appeal to the High Court from any court or person the 
appeal shall be heard and determined by a divisional court constituted 
as may be prescribed by rules of court. The decision of the Divisional 
Court is to be jinal unless leave is given to appeal by that court or 
the Court of Appeal, and then the decision of the Court of Appeal 
will be final. Clause 2 provides that a case stated by a court 
of quarter sessions on an order or summary conviction for 
the consideration of the High Court shall be deemed to be 
an appeal, and shall be heard accordingly. The appellate 
court may draw any inference of fact which might have 
been drawn at quarter sessions, and may give any judgment which 
ought to have been given by that court, with full power over the 
costs in the appellate court and in the court below. Clause 3 pro- 
vides that rules of court may be made “ for regulating the mode in 
which evidence of particular facts may be given: (a) on any applica- 
tion in any matter or proceeding relating to the distribution of any 
fond or property, whether in court or not; and () on any applica- 
tion upon summons for directions pursuant to such rules’ Clause 4 
directs that the persons empowered to make rules of court under 
section 17 of the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876, and section 19 of 
the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1881, shall include the Presi- 
dent of the Incorporated Law Society for the time being and two 
rsons (one a practising barrister) to be appointed by the Lord 
cellor. Clause 5 extends the rule-making power to the enact- 
ments specified in the schedule, These include the Partition Acts, 
1868 and 1876. The above clauses are identical with those in the 
Bill of last year, but the Bill does not now propose to confer power 
to make orders with respect to officers of the Supreme Court. 

CoryHoLps.—The Lord Chancellor has also reintroduced the Copy- 
hold Consolidation Bill. 

QUARTER SEssions.—The Lord Chancellor has introduced a Bill 
for amending the law with respect to the time for holding the Mid- 
summer Quarter Sessions. It is proposed that the power given by 
the Quarter Sessions Act, 1834, to vary the time for the April Quarter 
Sessions, so as to prevent any interference with the Spring Assizes, 
shall extend to the June Quarter Sessions in relation to the Summer 
Assizes. Both the last-mentioned Bills have been read a first time. 








REVIEWS. 
PLEADINGS. 


Tae Princtrres of PLEADING IN CrviL ACTIONS, WITH OBSERVA- 
TIONS ON INDORSEMENTS ON WRITS, TRIAL WITHOUT PLEADINGS, 
AND OTHER BUSINESS PRELIMINARY TO TRIAL. By W. BLAKE 
OpeeErs, M.A., LL.D., Q.C. Sxrconp Enrtion. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

The first edition of this work, which was published about two years 
ago, was rapidly exhausted. No better proof could be afforded of 
its merits and practical value. As an authority on the modern 
system of pleading Dr. Odgers’ treatise certainly has no rival. The 
author is himself strongly in favour of that system, and regrets not at 
all the old methods of pleading in use before the Judicature Acts. 
In his opinion, with which we are disposed to agree, the modern 
system has never yet had a fair trial, mainly because it has hitherto 


been worked by men accustomed to the former method and attached ' 








to the traditions of a bygone age. But this state of things cannot 
endure much longer. A younger generation of pleaders is coming 
into existence, who, owing no allegiance to the ancient régime, and 
inheriting no predilections for it, will cheerfully uphold the new 


order ‘of things. To such the present work will pvove invaluable. 
For, while it is based on the principles of our modern system of 
pleading, it does not ignore the older method, but refers thereto 
where it is necessary or instructive to do so. The whole work is 
now divided into thirteen chapters, logically arranged, from the 
pleader’s point of view, and dealing methodically with the rules and 
principles of pleading, which, by the aid of carefully-chosen illustra- 
tions, are rendered easily comprehensible. The present edition, 


‘which has been thoroughly revised and brought down to date, does 


not exhibit many new features. It however, incorporates the 
Supreme Court Rules of November, 1893, and comprises all relevant 
decisions down to and including the 6th of January last. Moreover, 
it contains two new chapters, rendered necessary by the new ruies 
above mentioned. The first of these (Chapter II.) treats of ‘‘ Pro- 
cedure under Order 14 under New Rules,” and the other (Chapter 
III.) of ‘‘ Proceeding to Trial without Pleadings.” Chapter I., on 
‘‘Indorsement on Writ,” which replaces Chapter VI. of the first 
edition on the same subject, is also to all intents and purposes a new 
chapter. For it has been rewritten and —_e mainly in conse- 
quence of the alterations in practice introduced by the rules of last 
November. At page 6 of this chapter will be found a series of forms 
of indorsements on writs applicable where the plaintiff elects to pro- 
ceed to trial without slenibaas under order 18A of the Rules of 
November last. These can readily be adapted to suit almost any 
case, and will, therefore, be found very useful in practice. Several 
new precedents of statements of claim have also been added, which 
will enhance the value of the work. A full index, comprising forty 
pages and a variety of titles, will be found at the end of the volume. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Law List, 1894, comprising the Judges and Officers of the 
different Courts of Justice ; Counsel, Special Pleaders, Conveyancers, 
Solicitors, Proctors, Notaries, &c., in England and Wales; the 
Circuits, Judges, Treasurers, Registrars, and High Bailiffs of the 
County Courts; Metropolitan and Stipendiary Magistrates; Official 
Receivers under the Bankruptcy Act; Chartered Accountants in 
England and Wales, &c. Compiled, so far as relates to Special 
Pleaders, Conveyancers, Solicitors, Proctors, and Notaries, by J. 8. 
PuRCELL, C.B., Controller of Stamps and Registrar of Joint-Stock 
Companies. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The Summary Jurisdiction Acts, 1848—-1884, regulating the 
Duties of Justices of the Peace with respect to Summary Convictions 
and Orders; the Indictable Offences Acts, 1848 and 1868; and the 
Prosecution of Offences Acts, 1879 and 1884; with Appendix, Copious 
Notes, Index, and Tables of Statutes and Cases. Seventh Edition. 
By ArTHurR EpmMunD Git, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, and CECIL 
GEORGE Dovaias. Shaw & Sons. 


A Handy Book on the Investment of Trust Funds under the new 
Law, with the material Sections of the Trustee Act, 1893. By R. 
DENNY URLIN, Barrister-at-Law. Third and Revised Edition. 
E. Wilson & Co. 


The Sale of Goods Act, 1893, with Notes. By Frank NEWBOLT, 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE LONG VACATION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—We should like to elicit the views of some of our brother 
solicitors in regard to the present position of business in the Long 
Vacation. 

The question was first dealt with in 1882 by an important com- 
mittee of fifty-five London and provincial solicitors representing both 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society and the outside pro- 
fession, who resolved : 

That the interests of solicitors called for a reduction of the 
Long Vacation. 

And at the provincial meeting of the society, held at Hull in 
October of that year, it was resolved : 

That, in the opinion of this meeting, the Long Vacation may 
be considerably shortened, to the +t advantage of the 
suitors and not to the detriment of the interests of the pro- 
fession. 

In October, 1883, at the provincial meeting of the society, held at 
Bath, the subject again came under discussion, and it was resolved : 

That the interests of suitors called for a reduction of the 
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Long Vacation, and that greater facilities ought to be given 

during such vacation, as shortened, for the despa of 

business in the offices and chambers of the courts. 

By Order in Council of the 12th of December, 1883, the Long 

Vacation was curtailed four days, and was ord to commence on 
the 13th of August, and to terminate on the 23rd of October. 


The subject appears then to have been allowed to sleep until 1892, 
when it again came before a second important committee of forty-two 
London and provincial solicitors, again representing both the council 
and the outside profession, who resolved : 

That the Long Vacation, as such, should be entirely abolished, 
and the courts and offices be opened continually throughout 
the year, except during the usual short recesses at Easter, 
Whitsuntide, and Christmas, or say for the week before 
Easter Sunday, and the week after the last week of August, 
and the first week of September, and the last ten days of 
December, and the first four days of January, and the k 
Holidays of Whit Monday and August; but that each officer 
of the court, from the highest to the lowest, should, by rota- 
tion, have a long vacation at « convenient period during the 
year, to be arranged by the heads of departments. 

At the provincial meeting of the society held at Norwich in October 
of that year (1892) a resolution in identical terms was carried unani- 
mously, 

Such resolution of the Norwich meeting in due course came under 
the consideration of the council, who did not think it expedient to 
recommend that the Long Vacation should be entirely abolished and 
the courts and offices opened continuously throughout the year, but 
suggested to the Lord Chancellor that provision should be made for 
the transaction, as a matter of course, during the Long Vacation of 
the business mentioned below, and they reported to the society 
accordingly. [A copy of so much of the council’s report, 1893, as 
shews their suggestions is set out below.] 

This decision of the council leaves the matter in the same position 
in principle as before that report—viz., that certain work is to be 
considered of sufficient impertance to require attention in the Long 
Vacation, while the vast bulk of the litigious business of the country 
is left suspended. We venture to question whether it would not be 
more for the benefit of both suitors and the profession that the posi- 
tion should be reversed, and the preparation fr hearing the ordinary 
cases (including commercial actions), in which proceedings have been 
commenced, allowed to proceed, to the exclusion, if there must be any 
exclusion, of the matters of weight which affect large properties and 
trust funds. 

We wish to ascertain whether there is any considerable number of 
our professional brethren who hold with us the view that an effort 
should be made to carry the resolutions of the committee of 1892 and 
of the Norwich meeeting into effect; and we would ask those mem- 
bers of the society who agree to communicate with one of us with a 
view to taking such steps as may seem expedient for this purpose. 
Of course, the first step would be to communicate with the council to 
inquire the grounds upon which they have departed from their usual 
practice of endeavouring to carry out such resolutions; and, having 
regard to the careful consideration they must have given to the 
subject before making the above report, it would be hardly respect- 
ful to trouble them unless a large number of solicitors desire to 
raise this question. H. E. GRIBBz. 

38, Bedford-row. 

F, ROWLEY PARKER. 

12, New-court, Carey-street, W.C., 15th March. 


The following is copied from page 21 of the council’s report of 
1893 :— 

“‘ The council on consideration of this resolution—[i.e., the Norwich 
resolution] did not think it would be expedient to recommend such a 
sweeping alteration, but they suggested to the Lord Chancellor that 
pees should be made for the transaction as a matter of course 

uring the Long Vacation of the following business in the Chancery 
Division: (1) The appointment of new trustees and of trustees under 
Settled Land Acts and otherwise, and all other applications under 
the Settled Land Acts and the Settled Estates Acts. (2) Applica- 
tions under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874. (3) The issuing 
of summonses under order 55 and dealing with the subject of the 
application. (4) Applications relating to pe A orem and 
maintenance of infants. (5) Applications r the Infants’ 
Marriage Settlements Acts or in a pending action where an infant is 
a ward in Chancery. (6) Applications under the Conveyancing Acts. 
{) All unopposed applications for payment into or out of court. (8) 

e taxation of costs in ail cases where a fund, whether in 
or out of court, has to be a:vided, and in all other cases 
where urgent and special reasons can be shewn. (9) Accounts 
and inquiries directed by any order if the judge orders. , as 
regards the Queen’s Bench Division : q@)1 of costs. (2) a 

ines and Recoveries Abolition 


and other matters of procedure under the Arbitration Act, 1889, In 
- Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division : Decrees absolute for 
vorce,” : 





COUNTY COURT REFORM. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] . 
Sir,—Many of us have to recover small amounts for our clients by 
county court proceedings and to enforce ent by the issue of a 


judgment summons, e County Court es require the bailiff to 
serve the judgment summons in the first instance ; in nearly ninety- 
nine cases out of a hundred, in the metropolitan courts, at any rate, 
the bailiff’s report is that he is unable to effect personal service, 
although he is paid for it. No wonder the county courts flourish at 
the expense of the poor solicitor, who has thereupon to issue a suc- 
cessive judgment summons and to effect personal service himself, for 
which, as a rule, he cannot make any charge against his client, as the 
bailiff has already been paid for the work. service of the suc- 
cessive summons is usually effected by the solicitor’s clerk without 
much trouble. How is it that the county court bailiffs hardly ever 
(if ever) effect the service? The matter is a serious one, and requires 
redress. Why should not solicitors’ clerks serve the judgment 
summons in the first instance? It would be interesting to collect 
statistics as to the number of judgment summonses served by the 
county court bailiffs of the metropolitan courts during the oe year. 

There is a general feeling among the younger mem of the pro- 

e Incorporated Law Society should render more assist- 
ance as regards the iabecions although less important, work which is 
done by those members of the profession whose necessitates 
some county court work. The members of the council have very 
little experience of county court work or practice, and the tion 
made some time since that one or two seats on the council should be 
open to younger members of the profession (who could look after the 
interests of those who have to practise in the county courts) is a good 
one; an alternative suggestion would be the formation of a special 
committee to deal with such matters. 

Perhaps you could with advantage ventilate this grievance in your 
paper, with a view of, if advisable, arranging a meeting of those of 
the profession who are interested in the matter, and memo: 
the County Court Superintendent at Whitehall, E, J. T, 

March 13, 


fession that 





A QUESTION OF PRECEDENCE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 


Sir,—I shall be much obliged by an opinion on the following point 

of professional etiquette :— 
ones, admitted a solicitor in 1850, takes a partner, Smith, admitted 

in 1880, and thenceforth they practise as Jones & Smith, a course 
continued by Smith alone after the death of Jones. Brown was 
admitted in 1879, and on clients appointing the firms of Messrs, 
Jones & Smith and Mr. Brown to act in a matter jointly, Mr. Brown 
claims that in all advertisements and otherwise he has precedence 
over the firm of Jones & Smith as having been admitted a year before 
Smith. Smith, however, contends that his firm has precedence because 
it is a continuing office dating back to its foundation by the deceased 
Jones in 1850, On which side does right rest ? SOLICITOR, 

March 9. 

[We should ped if ents would inform us how these 
questions are usually settled.—Ep. 8S, J.] 








At the general annual licensing meeting for the Tower Hamlets, held by 
the justices on the 5th inst., the chairman (Mr. P. M. ae) ae 
taking his seat, announced, with deep the retirement from post 
of chairman of Sir Frederick Young, K.C.M.G., whose courtesy, zeal, and 
ability had long been a) by his brother magistrates, as well as 
the barristers and solicitors who practised before him. Mr. Poland, Q.C., 
the senior member of the bar present on the occasion referred to, fully 
concurred in the observations made by Mr. Martineau, and bore eloquent 
testimony to Sir Frederick Young’s judicial and other qualities, and to the 
conscientious and painstaking character of his official life. 


The annual general of 

7th of April, in the Lincoln’s-inn Hall, at 2 o'clock p.m. Attorney- 

General will preside. Members of the bar having any resolution to submit 

to the meeting must send a copy of the same to the Att -General, or 
of the Bar . §. H. Lofthouse), 


this meeting :—‘‘ That it is expedient and necessary that the 
sentative 4 of the bar should be “, oad 


Committee posted, to. on-epumie SS Sy a eaauiae ara 
the projected Bar Assoolation the view to the constitution of such 





cations by married women under the 
Act. (3) Applications for the appointment of an arbitrator or umpire 





improved ” “That this stand adjourned until the 
ond day | canal sath totes damalion teneeneane 
for the adoption of the bar.’’ : 
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at the defendants’ London office. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 

KEMP (Appellant) ». WANKLYN (Respondent)—No. 1, 8th March. 
PARLIAMENT —FRANCHISE—ReGIsTRATION—Service or Notice or OnsEcTION 
—‘* Onprnary Covrsz or Post ’—-6 & 7 Vicr. c. 18, ss. 17, 100 
Appeal from the Queen’s Bench Division (reported ante, p. 114) ona 

case stated by the revising barrister for the borough of Colchester. 


ap t had objected to the names of forty-seven persons being 


8 
retained on the list of parliamentary voters for the borough of Colchester. 
The names of these persons were on the list in respect of dwelling-house 
qualifications in the barracks at Colchester. On behalf of the voters it was 
contended that there was no proof that notices of objection had been served 
Upon them on or before the 20th of August, in accordance with section 17 
6 & 7 Vict. c. 18. Duplicates of the notices of objection, stamped in 
accordance with eection 100, and dated the 19th of August, were produced 
before the revising barrister as evidence that the notices were delivered in 
the “ ordinary course of post.”” It was proved that letters addressed to 
soldiers in barracks are not delivered at the barracks by the post-office 
authorities, but are called for at the post-office by orderlies from the 
different regiments, and by them taken to the barracks and delivered. In 
the present case the persons to whom the notices were addressed had left 
Colchester on a day between the 15th of July and the 19th of August, and 
were on the latter day at Alcershot. The notices were brought to the 
barracks at Colchester from the post-office at about 1.45 p.m. on the 19th 
of August. The corporal in charge thought that they were circulars, and 
put them aside, and on the 21st of August they were forwarded to Alder- 
shot. The revising barrister, upon the authority of Childs v. Cox (20 
Q. B. D. 290), held that there had been no delivery at the barracks in the 
“ordinary course of post’’ within section 100 of 6 & 7 Vict. c. 18, and 
that, therefore, the stamped duplicates were not available to prove service 
of the notices of objection, and the names of the persons objected to were 
retained on the list. The Divisional Court (Lord Coleridge, C J., 
Lawrance and Collins, JJ.) held that they were bound by the decision in 
Childs v. Coz, which, however, they thought was wrong, and dismissed 
the appeal, giving leave to appeal. 

Tur Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., Lorgs and Davey, L.JJ.), having taken 
time to consider, allowed the appeal. 

Lord Esner, M.R., said that the circumstances in this case were pre- 
cisely similar to those in Childs v. Cox, and therefore they must see whether 
they agreed with the decision in that case. The determination turned 
upon section 100, which provided that the postmaster of the office where 
the notice of objection was posted should stamp a duplicate of the notice, 
and the production by the party who posted such notice of such stamped 
duplicate should be evidence of the notice having been given to the person 
at the place mentioned in such duplicate on the day on which such notice 
would, in the ordinary course of post, have been delivered to such place. 
That. obviously applied even though the letter posted was never delivered 
atall. The enactment was for the public benefit in favour of the objec- 
tor. The post-office determined the course of the post, the district within 
which letters should be delivered to the inhabitants as a body, and the 
time and mode of delivery. All that an objector had to do was to see if 
letters posted at a certain place would be delivered within the district of 
Colchester to the residents there as a body on or before the 20th of August, 
and he need not inquire whether any particular persons had special ar- 
rangements for the delivery of their letters, because in the latter case 
the delivery would not be in the ordinary but extraordinary course of 

. In Colchester there was an ordinary course of delivery by the post. 
But in the barracks the ordinary delivery was replaced by an extraordi- 
nary course of delivery. With that the objector had nothing to do. 
Therefore the production of the stamped duplicates was evidence of the 
notices offobjection having been given. The case of Childs v. Cox was 
wrongly decided and must be overruled. 

Lorzs, L.J., concurred. There was an ordinary course of post at Col- 
chester, and if it had been allowed to take its course the notices would 
have been delivered in time. Owing to some military regulation the post 
was not allowed to take its ordinary course. This could not prejudice the 
action of the objector. A person with a private box or a private bag 


— give directions to the postmaster to retain his letters till called for | 
or 


forward them once a week. This could not prejudice an objector if 
— aerate eyes ne. Pe could know nothing of this pri- 
<9 wee . wou e sufficient if they would have been de- 
livered in the ordinary course of post. ' : 
Davey, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Cyril Dodd, Q.C., and Lewis Thomas ; 
EB. Morten. Sotrcrrons, Speechly, Mumford, Landon, § Rodgers, for Ashicy, 
Prior, Colchester ; Town Clerk of Colchester. 


[Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


‘WORCESTER CITY BANKING CO. v. FIRBANK, PAULING, & C0.—No. 
1, 7th March. 


Practice—Warr—Sexvice—Action aGAtnst Finu—*‘ Carryinc on Bustness 
WITHIN THE JuRIspIcTion’’—R. 8. C, XLVIII.a, 1 


Appeal from an order of the Queen’s Bench Division (ante, p. 202). The 
action was brought against the defendants in their firm name to recover 
the amount of a promissory note made out of the jurisdiction and payable 

L The defendants were a Natal firm, 
carrying on business in Natal and England, and the partners were at the 
date of the issue of the writ residing out of the jurisdiction. An order was 
made for seryice upon the brother in England of Pauling, one of the 
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partners in the firm, as substituted service upon Pauling. Pauling entered 
a conditional appearance, and took out a summons to set aside the writ 
and the service upon the ground that the firm was a foreign firm. The 
judge set aside the writ and service. The Divisional Court (Mathew and 
Collins, JJ.) reversed this order and allowed the writ and the service to 
stand. The defendant Pauling appealed. Ord. 48a, r. 1, provides that 
‘‘any two or more persons claiming or being liable as co-partners, and 
carrying on business within the jurisdiction, may sue or be sued in the name 
of their firm.” 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., Lorzgs and Davey, L.JJ.) varied the 
order, holding that the writ was properly issued, but that the service was 
bad. 








Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the foundation of the decisions as to the 
issue of a writ of summons against a firm depended upon this, that the 
effect was the same as if the writ was issued against each of the partners 
individually and when a writ could not be issued against each and every 
partner individually, it could not be issued against the partners in the firm 
name. In the present case the defendants were a colonial firm, which for 
the purposes of these rules was the same as a foreign firm. The words in 
ord. 48a, r. 1, ‘‘and carrying on business within the jurisdiction,’’ were 
not in the former rule. In his opinion it was now immaterial whether the 
writ was against an English ora foreign firm, the only question to be 
considered to see whether the writ could be issued was whether the firm 
carried on business within the jurisdiction. They were therefore unable to 
agree with the opinion expressed by the Divisional Court in Grant v. 
Anderson (1892, 1 Q. B. 108). Therefore this writ was properly issued. 
As regards the service, the writ was not served as required by ord. 48a, 
r.3. It was not served upon a partner in England, nor upon the manager 
at the principal place of business within the jurisdiction. An order was 
obtained for substituted service on a person in England. But Pauling 
could not have been served in this case, as he was abroad. Hence the order 
for substituted service was wrong, as a plaintiff could not get substituted 
service where personal service was impossible: Fry v. Moore (37 W. R 565, 
23 Q. B. D. 395), Wilding v. Bean (39 W. R. 40; 1891,1Q.B. 100). There- 
fore the service was irregular, and must be set aside. 


Lorgs and Davey, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsgt, A. Lyttelton; Jelf,Q.C., 
and TJo/ler. Soxtcrrors, Slaughter § May ; Field, Roscoe, § Co. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. } 


ARDEN v. BOYCE—No. 1, 8th March. 


PracricE—SpxctaLiy-1nporsep Wrrir—Lrase—Proviso ror DrreRMIna- 
TION OF Term BY Notice oN FoxrrerrurgE—ACcTION TO RECOVER PossEs- 
ston—R. 8. C., IIL, 6 (e); XIV., 1. 

Appeal from the Divisional Court (Mathew and Collins, JJ.) affirming an 
order in chambers refusing to allow the plaintiff to sign final judgment under 
ord. 14, r.1. The action was by lessor against lessee, and the indorsement on 
the writ stated that the plaintiff’s claim was for possession of a house and 
premises which were let by the plaintiff to the defendant by a lease dated 
the 5th of May, 1892, at a yearly rent payable half-quarterly, which 
tenancy was duly determined by notice to quit in writing given in accord- 
ance with the terms of the lease; and for £20 8s. 6d. arrears of rent. It 
appeared that the term was for seven years, and the lease contained a 
proviso that, if any re of the rent should be unpaid for twenty-one days 
next after it should be due, then, without any demand whatsoever, the 
lessor might forthwith determine the term thereby created by notice to 
quit in writing. The rent being in arrear for more than twenty-one days, 
the plaintiff gave fourteen days’ notice in writing to determine the 
tenancy under the above proviso, and brought this action. Upon an 
application for judgment under ord. 14, r. 1, the Divisional Court, 
aftr the order in chambers, held that ord. 3, r. 6 (vr), did not apply 
to the determination of a tenancy by notice to quit upon a forfeiture, 
and refused to allow final judgment to be ctanel for possession, but 
allowed judgment to be signed for the rent in arrear. Ord. 3,r. 6 (Fr), pro- 
vides that ‘‘in actions for the recovery of land, with or without a claim 
for rent or mesne profits, by a landlord against a tenant whose term has 
expired or has been duly determined by notice to quit,’’.the writ of sum- 
mons may be specially indorsed. The following authorities were referred 
to :—Daubuz v. Lavington (32 W. R. 772, 13. Q. B. D. 347) ;. Hall v. Comfort 
(35 W. R. 48, 18 Q. B. D. 11); Doe d. Cardigan v. Roe (1 D. & Ry. 540) ; 
Doe d. Cundey v. Sharpley (15 M. & W. 558); Burns v. Walford (28 Soutci- 
rors’ JouRNAL, 269, W. N., 1884, p. 31) ; Mansergh v. Rimell (28 Soxicrrors’ 
Journat, 271, W. N., 1884, p. 34); 1 Geo. 4, c. 87, 8.1; Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1852, s. 213. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R , Lopzs and Davsy, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. Their lordships said that ord. 3, r. 6 (v) had followed section 
213 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, and that in its turn had 


followed section 1 of 1 Geo. 4,c. 87. Though not all exactly alike, they were | 


to the same legal effect. That being so, ought they not to follow the 
decisions on the Act of Geo. 4, which decided that the Act did not apply 
to a determination of the term by forfeiture? They had consulted some 
of the judges who were most conversant with the practice at chambers, 
and they were informed that there was a long-established practice at 
chambers, founded upon those decisions, which they would not now 
interfere with. The procedure therefore only applied to cases where the 
tenancy expired by effluxion of time or by an ordinary notice to quit. 
The present case was really a determination of the term by forfeiture, as 
the notice was based upon a forfeiture. Therefore judgment for - 
sion could not be signed under ord. 14, r. 1.—Cownant, Douglas 
Walker, Q.C., and J. Herbert Williams; T. W. Chitty and E. M. Pollock. 
Soxrcrrors, S. W. Johnson § Sin ; J. E. Clay. , 


[Reported by W..F, Banny, Barrister-at-Law.|. 
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UNDERWOOD v. UNDERWO0OD—No. 2, 8th March. 


Drvornce—ALmony—Reveasz or Past AnD Futures Payments—Consmpgra- 
TION. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the President of the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division. The Pag: in effect was whether an 
agreement to release arrears of alimony then due and future pa ts to 
become due, in consideration of the payment of a sum of money in amount 
less than the arrears, was valid and effectual. An order was made by the 
court for payment by the divorced husband in the suit of permanen 
alimony to the divorced wife, in the form of an annuity of £40.to be paid 
in monthly instalments. By an ent in writing, but not under 
seal, dated the 11th of November, 1891, there being then arrears of 
alimony due to the divorced wife (who had married and was then 
Mrs. Bates) amounting to £16 13s. 4d., Mrs. Bates her then present 
husband with her divorced husband Underwood in consideration of 
£10 to release him from all arrears and future payments of the alimony. 
Two years afterwards Mrs. Bates issued a writ of feri facias for the sum of 
£86 13s. 4d., which represented two years’ arrears beyond the arrears due 
at the date of the agreement. On the 5th of Feb , 1894, the President 
set aside the writ on the grouhd of the agreement. . Bates appealed. 
The money had been paid into court. 

Tue Court (Liypiey, Kay, and A. L. Surru, L JJ.) allowed the 


appeal. 

ee L.J., said that when this agreement was entered into Under- 
wood owed his former wife £16 13s. 4d. for arrears of the allowance of £40 
which he had been ordered to pay. He might have ap under section 
1 of 29 & 30 Vict. c. 32 to have the order disch or varied on the 
ground of his inability to comply with it, but he made no such a ion, 
and the £16 13s. 4d. was therefore a liquidated sum due from to his 
former wife. A payment by him to her of £10 could therefore not dis- 
charge it. Ifso, the same sum could not be a sufficient consideration for 
a promise to release it, and still less could the same sum be a sufficient 
consideration to release both the £16 13s. 4d. and also all future demands 
in respect of the £40 a year ordered to the paid. Nor was it possible to 
treat the £10 as the consideration for the promise to release the future 
demands and so make the promise a binding one as to them, although not 
as to the £16 13s. 4d. In short, turn the agreement about as one would, 
it was impossible to avoid the conclusion that it was invalid for want of 
consideration. To hold it valid was impossible consistently with Cumber v. 
Wane (1 Str. 426, 1 Smith’s Leading Cases, 146) and Foakes v. Beer (83 W. R. 
233, 9 App. Cas. 605). Being invalid, arrears of the allowance went on 
accumulating. They ultimately amounted to £86 13s. 4d. The former 
wife was entitled to iesue a fi. fa. for that amount, and she issued one 


accordingly. Underwood sought to set this aside, but again no attem 
was made by him to discharge or the order for the payment of 
£40 a year; nor when the court asked his counsel whether he desired to 


make such an application to discharge it did he express any such desire. 


Under these circumstances his lordship was of opinion that the fi. fa. was | PeF 


legally issued, and that the agreement relied on by Underwood as enti 
him to set the A. fa. aside was not sufficient for the purpose. The aj 
therefore must be allowed, and Underwood’s application must be refused 
with costs there and below, and the money paid into court by him must be 
paid to his former wife. 

Kay and A. L. Surru, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsst, W. H. Stevenson ; 
Bucknill, Q.C., and Searle. Soricrrons, Law ¢ Worssam, for R. H. Buckby, 
Leicester ; Preston, Stow, & Preston, for Pilgrims § Preston, Hinckley. 


[Reported by Anruur Lawrence, Barrister-at-Law,. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re ROBINSON'S SETTLED ESTATE—North, J., 10th March. 


Serriep Estates Act, 1877—ExaminaTiIon oF WOMAN MARRIED since 1882— 
PAYMENT TO ONE TRUSTER. 


This was a petition for the approval of a sale under the Settled Estates 
Act, 1877 (40 & 41 Vict. c. 18). There were seven entitled, five 
of whom had attained twenty-one ; but one wasa woman who had married 
since 1882. 

Nortn, J., following Riddell v. Errington (32 W. R. 680, 26 Oh. D. 220), 
held that the woman married since 1882 need not pads pag examined, 
notwithstanding 40 & 41 Vict. c. 18, 5. 50. He ref to direct (3 pes 
out of the purchase-money to which the infants were en to one 
trustee (as section 34 only authorizes payment to trustees), but directed 
the sum to be paid into court and paid out under that order on the infants 
respectively attaining twenty-one.--CounseL, Druce, Marcy. Soxtcrrors, 
Bell, Brodrick, ¢ Gray. 

[Reported by G. B. Hammrox, Barrister-at-Law. ) 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
LEWIS v. LOGAN—12th March. 
Forzicn JupaMentr—Jupement sy Deravtt—Marnrep Woman—ENGLisx 
Cotonwy—Aprticanitity or Encusy Law. : 
This was an action ae ay to recover a sum of £248 alleged to be due 
upon a judgment obtained in the Supreme Court of the Straits Settlements 


Settlement of Singapore, against the defendant (a married woman) and her 
husband, of which judgment the plaintiff was for value. The 


judgment was a final judgment entered for the plaintiff in the action at ' house 











was not enti 

obtained in a foreign court in default of 
.) a 

t Soe wah wedioaan ol bg bw: 


a 
Vix married woman. Holtby v. 


Q. B. D. 103) and The Delte (1 P. D. 393) were cited. 


Wricut, J., gave j 
that some evidence 


ta 
respects with the law of England 
woman, the j . 
udgment must for the defendant with costs.—CounsE., Moyses ; 
uictrons, W. B. Glasier ; Francis Miller ¢ Co. 
[Reported by fT. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law.} 


THE ANGLO-CONTINENTAL GUANO WORKS v. BELL (SURVEYOR OF 
TAXES)—Ist March. 


Income Tax—Degpvcrions IN gstmatine Net Prorrrs—Inrenest on 
Suort Loans—5 & 6 Vicr. c, 35, s. 100, Case 1, pz. 3. 


Case stated by the Commissioners for the General Purposes of the 
Income Tax Acts for the Beacontree Division of Essex under section 59 of 
the Taxes Management Act, 1880, as to the right to make certain 
Sonneuaak ier ae of bringing end selling Peruvian pon 
‘or purpose a ‘eru guano 

theis rent ms ae aga ceed end ol 

their central office at Hamburg, and 

The London house is carried on as a separate business with a separate 
capital of £150,000, and it condacts the whole of the appellants’ business 

m 


in the United Kingdom. Guano is imported and the 
cash price of a cargo in the London market being coutitosetl ber than 


9 


London house ys the sums so borrowed w 
funds are a . In the meantime interest is computed and paid 
the rate of £4 per cent., and when the Bank of 

cent., then at the bank rate, and the total amount 
which has so accrued on such loans is at the end of each half-year 
by the London House in the “‘ interest account.’’ 

by the central office and by the bankers abroad are repayable at 
date, but are short loans repayable 
the convenience of the parties. 


each half-year the accounts 
debited or credited, as the may 
‘* interest account,’’ on the debit side 


account ’’ 7 encapled Tp ale ite De eee. ot Se See 
vious to 1 At the end of each year the balance to the debit of the 
terest account was 


carrying on the deducted in order 

asce’ the net profit of the s business. The eggehents comes 
that these sums were deducted by them ascertaining the 
taxable profits of the house, as they represent in effect a part of 


interest capital em; in the business, and that therefore by reason 
of 5 & 6 Vict. ¢.35 8 Cape 1,» 5, he St ae Saen ee ter 
ucted. 


ee 
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to time from bankers to enable the house in London to pay more 
advantageously its obligations in respect of the purchare of cargoes o 
guano. It is said that although it cannot be contended that the capital 
supplied by the foreign house tothe English house could be made the sub- 
ject of any deduction, the cost of which is incurred of thore short loans 
obtained from bankers ought to be deducted before you can ascertain the 
its of the business assessable unner the Income Tax Acts. It appears 
me clear, when you look at the language of the Acts, that what is 
intended to be assessed are the profits of the particular business, and that 
those profits are to be ascertained in the ordinary way without reference to 
the consideration as to whether or not the particular partner, or all the 
ers, ure trading with borrowed capital. The language of section 100 
plain. [His lordship then read the section, and proceeded:—] Then 
the first case is: ‘‘ Duties to be charged in respect of any trade, manufac- 
ture, adventure, or concern in the nature of trade not contained in any 
other schedule of this Act.’’ That applies to the trade to be carried on, 
and to the profits of that trade without reference to the position 
of the partners in that trade. Then the first rule concludes in this way, 
that the assessments that are to be made are “‘ on a sum not less than the 
full amount of the balance of the profits or gains’”’ of such trade, manu- 
facture, adventure, or concern upon a fair and just average of three years 
on such day of the year immediately preceding the year of assess- 
ment on which the accounts of the said trade, &c., shall have been annually 
madeup . . . and shall be assessed, charged, and paid without other 
deduction than is hereinafter allowed. Then we come to rule 3, and we 
find a statement of the sums that are not to be deducted from the profits 
to be assessed, and amongst those charges are many charges analogous to 
the particular one which it is said ought to be the subject of deduction. 
Deduction is not to be permitted for ‘‘any sum expended for repairs of 
premises occupied for the purpose of such trade, manufacture, adventure, 
or concern ; nor for any sum expended for the supply or repairs or altera- 
tions of any implements, utensils, or articles employed for the purpose of 
such trade, manufacture, adventure, or concern beyond the sum usually 
e ded for such purposes according to an average of three years pre- 
the year in which such assessment shall be made; nor on account 
of loss not connected with or arising out of such trade; nor on account 
of any capital withdrawn therefrom ; nor for any sum employed or in- 
tended to be employed as capital in such trade, adventure, or concern ; 
nor for any capital employed in improvement of premises occupied for the 
purposes of such trade, adventure, or concern; nor on account or under 
of any interest which might have been made on such sums if laid 
out at interest.”” It is perfectly clear that in the hands of the partners 
deductions of that character are not to be made, becauee, if made, you 
would not be ascertaining what really are the profits, not of the partners, 
but of the business. The cases to which our attention has been called 
seem to me to entirely bear out that view. It is quite clear that where 
debentures are granted by a company no deduction can be made from the 
profits of the business carried on by that company for the interest payable 
on the debentures. And the last case that has been referred to, the case 
of The Gresham Life Assurance Society vy. Styles (41 W. R. 270; 1892, 
A. C. 309), a to me an authority expressly in point. The language 
of Lord Hals is quite clear, and the language of Lord Herschell is 
equally clear, that what you are dealing with under those Acts are the 
profite of the business, and not of the individual partners. For these 
reasons I think our judgment must be for the respondent. 
Cavr, J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Covnset, Finlay, Q.C., and 
A. T. Lawrence ; Sir Charles Russell, A.G., and Danckwerts. Sorscrrors, 
Hollams § Co. ; The Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 


[ Reported by Sir Surrstow Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. } 


JONES v. JONES—2ist February. 


Satz or Foop anp Drvos Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 63), ss. 6, 8— 
Mixture—FRavupvuLeNnTLy TO INCREASE THE ButK—Svuprrty or Norice 
THAT ARTICLE 18 MIXED—LABEL CONCEALED RY Paper WuAPPER—PACKET 
or Cocoa. 


The appellant was convicted at Pontypridd Petty Sessions of selling 
cocoa which was not of the nature, substance, and quality of the article 
&c., contrary to section 6 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 
1875. On appeal to quarter sessions the justices were equally divided in 
; the conviction therefore stood, subject to a case stated. The 
material facts were as follows:—The respondent, an inspector under the 
Act, asked the appellant, a grocer, for a quarter of a pound of cocoa. 
The appellant took from a shelf, in sight of the respondent, a packet, 
which, before handing to him, he wrapped up in a piece of opaque white 
paper, and for which the respondent paid 2d. The respondent had no 
eo agg ep seeing, nor was his attention called to, any notice on the 
. contents of the packet were certified by the official analyst 
contain the parts as under—viz., 30 parts cocoa and 70 parts starch 
(sago) and sugar mixed therewith. The wrapper of the packet contained 
a notice with the words, ‘‘ Contains cocoa with other ingredients the per- 
acd gp | of which are guaranteed in accordance with the Act of Parlia- 
** (Cocoa prepared in the same manner is sold by the same manu- 
facturers with a smaller admixture of farinaceous matter. The retail price 
of pure cocoa in the form of nibs was 1s. 5d. per pound, and of the best 
pure soluble cocoa 2s. 8d. per pound, there being, however, various 
qualities. The price paid by the respondent for the proportion of pure 
cocoa contained in the article purchated (which was called «* Pearl 
Cocoa’) was the same as he would have paid for unmixed cocoa, and a 
paying 8d. per pound for a cocoa mixture containing 30 per 

cent. pure cocoa would pay at the rate of 2s. 24d. per d for such 
cocoa and receives other ingredients ia addition. Neither the manufac- 


tprer por retailer made any larger profit out of Pearl Cocoa than oyt of 





cocoa. Section 8, in effect, provides that no person shall be guilty of 


pure 
f| any such offence as in this Act aforesaid ‘“‘in respect of the sale of an 


article of food or a drug mixed with any matter or ingredient not injurious 
to health and not intended fraudulently to increase its bulk, weight, or 
measure, or conceal its inferior quality, if at the time of delivering 
such article or drug he shall Ae, ly to the person receiving the same a 
notice by a label, distinctly fepibly written or printed on or with the 
article or drug, to the effect that the same is mixed.’”’ The appellant 
contended that the conviction was bad, inasmuch as the label on the 
packet containing the notice that the article was a mixture was a sufficient 
protection under section 8 of the Act; and, further, that the evidence 
shewed that such mixture of foreign ingredients with the cocoa was not 
made fraudulently to increase the bulk, weight, or measure of the article 
sold, or to conceal its inferior quality. The respondent contended that as 
the packet was delivered wrapped in white paper no notice by label was 
delivered within the of section 8, and that, assuming the notice 
to be good, the admixture of 70 per cent. of foreign matter was sufficient 
evidence that it was made fraudulently and not necessarily for the purpose 
of the production or preparation of the cocoa as an article of commerce 
within the exception contained in section 6, sub-section (1), of the Act. 
Counsel for the appellant referred to Otter v. Edgley (58 J. P.). 

Tue Covrr (Matuew and Cave, JJ.) allowed the appeal. It was quite 
clear that the conviction was wrong. As to the first point, the contention 
that the notice on the packet was not a good notice within the 8th section 
of the Act because it was concealed by being enclosed in a covering of 

per, was untenable. As to the cecond, the a | way in which it could 
eS suggested in this case that the article was sold fraudulently was the 
proportion of the mixture. There was, however, in that respect, no evi- 
dence of fraud which ought to satisfy a reasonable man. —Oovunset, J. P. 
Grain; H. L. Stephen. Soxticrrors, Dod § Longstaffe, for Cross, Bristol ; 
Iliffe, Henley, § Co., for W. E. R. Allen, Cardiff. 

[Reported by J. P. Mrexxor, Barrister-at-Law. } 


HOLLAND & HANNEN v. WALLEN—19th February. 


Merropoutan Buripine Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vict. c. 122), ss. 9, 10, 27 
(xn. 4)—** WaREHOUSE OR OTHER BurtpiInc’’—‘‘ Party Wat. ’’—FLoor 
—‘* New Buriprne.”’ 

Special case stated by Mr. Vaughan, metropolitan police magistrate, which 
raised three questions under the Metropolitan Building Act, 1855: (1) As 
to whether a — the subject-matter of the proceedings was ‘‘ a ware- 
house or other building used either wholly or in part for the purposes of 
trade or manufacture” ; (2) whether the concrete floor which separated 
the two upper from the lower floors of the buildings was a ‘‘ party wall” 
within the terms and provisions of the above Act; and (3) whether the 
building was a “‘ new building ’’ within the meaning of the Act. Section 
27, r. 4, of the Act provides that ‘‘ Every warehouse or other building used 
either wholly or in part for the ap meg of trade or manufacture contain - 
ing more than 216,000 cubic feet shall be divided by party walls in such 
manner that the contents of each division thereof shall not exceed the 
above-mentioned number of cubic feet.’’ By section 9 any alteration, 
addition, &c., made or done for any purpose (except that of necessary 
repairs not affecting the construction of any external or party wall) in, to, 
or upon any old building, &c., is made, to the extent of such alterations, 
&c., subject to the regulations of the Act. And by section 10 it is in 
effect provided that whenever any old saw. By mn taken down to 
an extent exceeding one-half, the rebuilding shall be deemed to be the 
erection of a new building. The facts, as appeared from the special 
case, were shortly that the building in question was erected by the 
ae Messrs. Holland & Hannen, the builders, upon the site of 
Nos. 40 to 43, Grafton-street, in the district of St. Pancras, which 
formed a part of a block of buildings belonging to Messrs. Shool- 
bred, and such new building was contiguous to, and intended to 
form an extension of, their premises known as Tottenham House. When 
completed it was inten to be used as follows:—The basement for 

king goods, the ground floor as a retail shop, and the floors above as 
ining-rooms, sculleries, and kitchens. It was not intended to be in- 
habited as a dwelling-house. The floor supporting the kitchen was com- 
posed of iron beams and steel cross beams in with concrete, and was 
seven inches thick, increased by a tile pavement above and ceiling below 
to a total thickness of nine inches. There were four openings for lifts in 
the floor and a staircase led from Grafton-street to the top of the building, 
with _—— landings from which there was an entrance to the several 
fioors. The cubical contents of the whole were 289,456 feet inclusive of 
the staircaee, and the cubical contents above the concrete floor were 

62,087 feet. The learned magistrate held that the building was a building 

used in part for the purposes of trade, and also that it was not divided by 

a party wall so as to bring each division within the prescribed limit of 

216,000 feet, the concrete floor not complying with the statutory require- 

ments of a party wall. He accordingly made an order, upon the com- 

plaint of the district surveyor, requiring this building to be amended in 
accordance with a notice to that effect served upon the — by the 
surveyor under the Act, but subject to a case for the opinion of the court. 

Upon the case subsequently sent back by the Divisional Court for a 

further finding by the magistrate, he found that the building was a ‘‘ new 

building ’’ within the meaning of the Act. It was contended by counsel 
for the appellant (1) that the words ‘‘ other buildings ’’ in the Act referred 
to buildings e¢jusdem generis with warehouses as shewn by a reference to 
other sections of the Act; (2) that the concrete floor was a ‘‘ party wall”’ 
within the meaning of the Act ; und (3) that the old buildings, No. 40 to 

43, Grafton-street, which had been down, having formed part of a 

block called T House, which was an old building, and also 

belonging to Messrs. Shoolbred, the portion that was rebuilt was not a 

‘new building ’’ within the Act. 
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Tur Court (Maruew and Cavs, JJ.) dismissed the The con- 
tention of the appellants that the building was not a “ new ¥ 
could not prevail. It involved the SS that, under an Act w 
was framed for the protection of tke public, if the original structures, 
which were old buildings, belonged to different owners, the Act applied, 
but that if they belonged to the same owner, it did not. Sections 9 and 
10 of the Act were a complete answer to the appellant on that point. It 
was also clear from the language of section 27, rule 4, that the section 
was not intended to confine ‘‘ other buildings’’ to those e¢jusdem generis 
with ‘‘ warehouses,” and the building in question was therefore within the 
mischief of that section. The point made, that the concrete floor was a 
‘* party wall,”’ must also fail. It was clear from rule 2 of the same sub- 
section that a distinction was drawn between vertical and horizontal walls, 
and the rule prescribed in that respect. Rule 4 referred to party walls 
only, and must be construed as meaning walls that were vertical.— Counsg., 
Finlay, Q.C., and J. P. Grain ; Cripps, Q.C., and F. F. Daldy. Soxtcrrors, 
G. H. Barber § Son; W. A. Blaxland. 

[Reported by J. P. Metxor, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
BOURKE AND OTHERS v. NUTT—C. A. No. 1, 8th March. 


BANKRUPTCY—DISQUALIFICATION FOR BEING Memper or Schoo, Boarp— 
ApsuDICATION UNDER Bankruptcy Act, 1869—‘‘ WHERE A Dentor 1s 
Apiupcep Banxrvurt’’—Rerrospectivk ConsTRUCTION—BANKRUPTCY 
Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s, 32. 


Special case stated under section 93, sub-section 7, of the Municipal 
Corporations Act, 1882. At the Pulborough School Board election on the 
19th of April, 1893, the respondent was a candidate and was declared duly 
elected. The respondent had been adjudged bankrupt on the 19th of 
March, 1883, under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, and he had not obtained 
his discharge, nor had the adjudication been annulled. An election petition 
was presented to the High Court alleging that the respondent was at the 
time of his election disqualified on the ground that he was an undisc 

pt, and praying that the election might be declared void. The 
Divisional Court held that he was disqualified by virtue of section 32 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883. That section enacts that ‘‘ where a debtor is 
adjudged bankrupt, he shall, subject to the provisions of this Act, be 
disqualified for (inter alia) being elected to or holding or exercising the 
office of member of a school board.’’ The respondent a: ed. 

Tue Court (Lopzs and Davey, L.JJ., Lord Esner, M.R., dissenting), 
held that he was not disqualified, and allowed the ree. 

Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that the question depended upon the meaning 
of the words ‘‘is adjudged bankrupt’’ in section 32 of the Bankruptc 
Act, 1883. In his opinion the disqualifications imposed by that section 
were not penal within the meaning of the rule that a penal enactmen 
was not to be construed retrospectively. The Legislature could not have 
intended these disqualifications to be punishments to the bankrupt, 
because at the end of the section the disqualification was to be removed if 
he obtamed his discharge with a certificate that his bankruptcy was caused 
by misfortune without any misconduct on his part. To say that the 
Legislature meant to punish a man of whom that could be said would be 
to attribute to the Legian injustice. The disqualifications were, 
therefore, in his opinion, intended solely for the protection of the public. 
Reg. v. Vine (23 W. R. 649, L. R. 10 Q. B. 195) was strong authority for 
saying that under these circumstances the enactment was not penal. 
Again, Ez parte Pratt (32 W. R. 420, 12 Q. B. D. 334) was a decision upon 
sections 4 and 5 of this very statute, and this court held that the words 
‘commits an act of bankruptcy ’’ referred to the time when the petition 
was presented. Applying the reasoning of that decision to section 32, it 
followed that the words ‘‘ where a debtor is adj bankrupt’’ ought to 
be referred to the time at which the question of disqualification had to be 
considered—i.e., the time when the person objected to was elected a 
member of a school board or the time when he was acting as a member. 
If that was the true construction, the section could not rightly be said to 
be retrospective at all, and even if it could, this not being a penal statute, 
the rule as to penal enactments not being retrospective, did not apply. 
He therefore agreed with the Divisional Court and thought the appeal 
ought to be dismissed. 

Lorzs, L.J., said that he could not take the same view as Lord Esher, 
M.R. The question depended upon section 32 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883. He would read the words “‘is adjudged bankrupt” to mean is 
adjudged bankrupt under this Act. This was more consonant 
with sense than the reading which would make the words mean ‘‘ where a 
debtor has before adj bankrupt under this or any previous Act.” 
The Bankruptcy Act, 1883, created ualifications and disabilities which 
had not before attached to bankruptcy. It was a well- ple 
in the construction of statutes that they operated only on cases and facts 
which came into existence after the statutes were » unless a retro- 
spective effect was clearly intended. This principle of construction was 
especially applicable when the enactment would prejudicially affect vested 
rights or the legal character of past transactions. It need not be 
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of the Act of 1869 was not to affect anything done or suffered before the 
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which was less severe than that imposed by section 32, was retained, 
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different statute. there were fercen FE onan convicted of 
felony.”” It was difficult to omg those the words now 
in question, but there was nothin 

their effect ; in other words, 

incidents of an old we under the Act 
But apart from any 

Lush, J., who duff 


Davey, L.J., delivered a j ent 
Dickens, Q.0., S. H. Day, and C. Willoughby 
G. J. Talbot. Soxscrtors, Palmer § Bull, for Mant § Mant, Storriogton ; 
Parish § Hickson. 

[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re BEYTS & CRAIG, Ex parte COOPER—Q. B. Div., 12th March. 


Banxrurtcy—Assets—Money pain ny Degstors to Soxtcrrors ron Ds- 
PENCE ON CrmiaL Cuarce—VernaL AckEEMENT—Svunsequent Act oF 
Bankruptcy. 


This was a motion by Mr. Cooper, the trustee in the bankruptcy of 
Beyts & Craig, for an order to Oliver Thomas Hodges, of the firm of 
Irvine, Hodges, & Borrowman, to pay to the trustee the eum of £250, less 
the taxed costs of the petition such costs as t have been incurred 
by his firm acting for the bankrupts up to the of the act of bank 
ruptcy. Upon the 27th of June, 1892, Beyts and © first consulted 
Sees, Irvinn, , & Borro ; and upon the of June they 
were arrested on a charge of fraud. Upon the 30th of June Mr. Hi 
saw Beyts and Craig at the police court, where they gave him a cheque 
£250 and made a verbal agreement with him that such money should be 
—— in conducting their defence until they were either committed 
for » ar enlenaet, CaS Se ee eee their business while 
they were under arrest. The cheque was at once cashed 
the amount entered in the ledgers of Messrs. Irvine, Hi & Borrow- 


a 


Y|man. A bankruptcy pee, upon which a eg | Sis was made, 


was presented against Beyts and Craig upon the 4 


t | committed for trial upon the 8th of August. ay ee bill was de- 


livered, there was no dispute as to Messrs. Irvine, H 
having rendered services to the bankrupts equal in £250 
received by them. Upon the 14th of August, 1893, the trustee first 
demanded pe of the said sum, and upon the refusal to same 
entered this motion. Counsel for the trustee contended that this, 

only a verbal agreement, would not have been binding between solicitor 
client under the Solicitors Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 28), s. 4, and cited Re 
Pollit (41 W. R. 89; 1893, 1 Q. B. 455), Re Charlwood (ante, P 282 
March 3, 1894, 10 T. L. R. 31%), Re Lewis (1 Q. B. D. 724), Re Russell, 
Sons, $ Scott (33 W. R. 815, 30 Ch. D. 314), Re Raven (35 L. T. 742), 
and Re New Eberhardt Co. (88 W. R. 97, . for 
Messrs. Irvine, Hodges, & Borrowman contended that this was a special 
engagement, and that the services rendered 
the ts while under arrest were services to the estate. 
sought to nguish the cases cited for the trustee, and cited Beckham v. 
Drake (2 H. L. C. 579). They also i 
clerks, who gave evidence to shew 


his 
esced in their the tote b tho tarkraphe, bes 
em 
noquteceet to Oe See tere A : 


i 


Vavenan Wiiams, J., 4 
the facts it was plain that the sum of £250 had been paid to the solicitors 
against charges to be incurred and services to be rendered, but that the 
solicitors’ authority was determined by the bankruptcy petition, and 
subject to their claim for costs incurred before 

to pay the money over to the trustee. Beckham v. Drake did not shew 
that an assignee in bankruptcy had not the right to’determine a bank- 
rupt’s authority to an agent and get back any moneys of the principal 
wich ouch cqunt sine ee his possession. He added that the state 
of the law worked undoubted hardship both on bankrupts and on solicitors 
or accountants who migh’ 

should be glad to see the law altered and such hardships 
Judgment for the trustee.—CounseL, Muir Mackenzie ; Herbert Reed, Q.C., 
and Hansell. So.scrrons, Clarke, Rawlins, ¢ Co ; Irvine, Hi Re 


[Reported by P. M. Faaxcxe, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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the sense of punishment. The —— of the — pre to the 
yon Act, 1883, under the Elementary Education Act, 1870, 
that on his being adjudged a bankrupt under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869 
his seat on the school board would be vacated, but he w: be re-eligible | 
for election at any succeeding triennial election: Reg. v. Twrmine (4 | 
Q. B. D. 79). A new disability was ge by section 32 of the Bank 
Tuptey Act, 1883. Section 169 provided that all pending proceedin 
under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, should continue, and all its 
should apply thereto as if the Act of 1883 had not passed ; and the 
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Mr. Justice Day and Mr. Justice Charles, ha’ concluded the business 
of the Manchester th ost. by the Ship Canal 
to Liv . They embarked at the Pomona Docks, at 10 
o’clock the morning on beast Go stenses Jvy which they 
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LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Spzcia, Generat Meerine. 

In pursuance of the resolution passed at the adjourned annual general 
meeting held on the 15th of July, 1881, a special general meeting of the 
members of the society will be held in the Hall of the society on the 27th 
of April next, at 2 p.m. precisely. 

Members who desire to move resolutions or to ask questions should give 
notice of them to the secretary on or before the 3rd of April, 1894, as it 
will be necessary to include them in the notice convening the meeting. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


March 12th—Mr. A. K. Common in the chair.—Mr. C. W. Williams 
moved: ‘‘ [hat the case of Martin v. The British Museum Trustees was 
wrongly decided.’’ Mr. Symonds, in the unavoidable absence of Mr. 
J. 8. Green, who had undertaken to do so, opposed the motion. After 
Mr. Kains-Jackson and Mr. Sherrington had spoken and the opener 
replied, the motion was put and carried by the casting vote of the 
chairman. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 14th inst., Mr. John H. Kays ia the chair. The other directors 

resent were Messrs. H.C. Beddoe (Hereford), W. Beriah Brook, H. M. 
tton, Grantham R. Dodd, W. Geare, Samuel Harris (Leicester), John 
Hunter, T. B. Mellersh (Godalming), F. Rowley Parker, Henry Roscoe, 
Sidney Smith, F. T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of 
£165-was distributed in grants of relief, three new members were admitted 
to the association, and other general business was transacted. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatine Socrety.—March 13th—Chairman, Mr. A. M. 
White —The subject for debate was, ‘‘ That this society condemns the 
sheltering of professed Anarchists in this country.’’ Mr. J. Duncan 
opened in the affirmative. Mr. Blagden opened in the negative. The 
following members aleo spoke :—Messrs. Headland Stevens, Arthur Smith, 
W. 8S. Henderson, H. Risch Miller, Nimmo, H. Harcourt, C. H. Alder, 
A. Bell, and Kinipple. Mr. Headland Stevens, in the place of Mr. 
Dancan, having replied, the motion was lost by six votes. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orpers or Covrt. 
Thursday, the 8th day of March, 1894. 
I, Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do 
hereby transfer the action of *‘ Franklin Frank Ranger and others v Baker, 
Tuckers and Company Limited” (1894—R.—199), from the Honourable 
Mr. Justice Chitty to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 
Herscuk11, C. 


Tuesday, the 13th day of March, 1894. 
I, Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do 
hereby transfer the action of ‘‘ Lord Thurlow v. The Patents Mining and 
Financial Trust Limited ’’ (1893 -—'T.—No. 1985), from the Honourable Mr. 
Justice North to the Honourable M. Justice Vaughan Williams. 
Herscuett, O. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Sir James Firzsames Sreruen, Bart., died on the 11th inst. at Redhouse 
Park, Ipswich, at the age of sixty-five. He was educated at Trinity College, 
Cam! , where he took his B.A. degree in 1852, and was called to the 
bar at the Inner Temple in 1854. He joined the Midland Circuit, and 
was recorder of Newark from 1859 to 1868. In December, 1869, he suc- 
ceeded the late Sir Henry Maine as legal member of the Council of the 
Governor-General of India, and during his tenure of that office he was 
active in simplifying the law as applied in India. He drew and passed 

h the Council a Code of nal Procedure, which was subse- 


quently modified and re-enacted as the Code of 1882. He aleo prepared 
a code of the law of evidence which was passed as the India Evidence 
Act, 1872. He returned to England in 1872, and, at the instance of Lord 
Coleridge (then Attorney-General), drew a similar code for England. The 
Bill was introduced in 1873, but was not proceeded with. His ‘‘ Digest of 
the Law of Evidence” was founded on this Bill. In 1875 he was 
appointed Professor of Common Law at the Inns of Court. 


In 1863 he 








had published his ‘General View of the Criminal Law,’’ and he 
now, with a view to a second edition of that work, prepared, 
and in 1877 published, his ‘‘ Digest of the Criminal Law.’’ Upon 
this work he based the draft Criminal Code, which was introduced 
as a Bill into Parliment and was in 1878 referred to a Royal Commission 
consisting of himself, Lord Blackburn, Lord Justice Lush and Mr. Justice 
Barry. The Commission presented their report in 1879, but the code 
made no further progress. In 1879 Sir James Stephen was appointed a 
judge of the High Court, and while on the bench he published, in 1883, his 
** History of the Criminal Law,’’ accompanied by a Digest of the Law of 
Criminal Procedure. He also re-wrote the General View of the Criminal 
Lvw, and published this as a second edition in 1890. Outside the law his 
best known work was ‘‘ Liberty, Fraternity and Equality,’ a reply to 
Mill’s ‘‘ Liberty.”” In 1891 Sir James Stephen’s conduct of public 
business indicated a failure of intellectual power, and though this was not 
apparent to himself, nor indeed was apparent in the dignified and 
touching speech in which he took leave of his colleagues and of the bar, he 
acted upon medical advice and retired from the bench. He was created a 
baronet upon his resignation, and is succeeded in the baronetcy by his son, 
Mr. Herbert Stephen, clerk of assize on the Northern Circuit. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. W. Wicutman Woop, barrister, has been Horny Judge of the 
County Courts (Circuit No. 20), in the room of his Honour Judge French, 
who has been removed te Circuit No. 40. Mr. Wightman Wood was 
called to the bar in 1871. 

Mr. Joun ALExANDER Livinoston, solicitor, Jarrow, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Livingston was admitted in November, 
1887. 

Mr. Witrrm Arnotp Mz.tor, solicitor, Downham Market, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Mellor was admitted in August, 
1886. He is clerk to the Stow Bardolph (U. D ) School Board. 

inted 


Mr. Hexry Wi111am Micuetmore, solicitor, Exeter, has been appo 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Michelmore was admitted in November, 
1287, after passing the Final Examination with honours. He is deputy 
clerk of the peace for Devon. 


Mr. Curisroruer Joun Parxer, solicitor, Monument-square-chambers, 
City, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Parker was 
admitted in July, 1887, after passing the Final Examination with honours. 


Mr. Joun Cuaries Porrsr, solicitor, High-street, Putney, has been 

eee a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Potter was admitted in April, 
883. : 

Mr. Gzonce Incteton Puttttrs, solicitor, 253, Edgware-road, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Phillips was admitted in 
October, 1887. 

Mr. Cuaries Roczrs, 89, Chancery-lane, W.C., has been appointed a 
Commisrioner for Oaths. Mr. Rogers was admitted in December, 1887. 

Mr. Lzonarp Joun Unpgrwoop, 15, Furnival’s-inn, E.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Underwood was admitted in 
December, 1883. 

Mr. Txos. Hy. Moorg, solicitor, 129, Upland-road, East Dulwich, has 
been eo gee a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Moore was admitted in 
November, 1884. 


Mr. Joun Hunter McNazs, solicitor, Preston, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. McNab was admitted in May, 1887. 


Mr. Cuas. Epwp. Newnuam, solicitor, 39, Coleman-street, E.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Newnham was admitted 
in December, 1887. 

Mr. Tuos. Wm. Oakey, solicitor, Nuneaton, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Oakey was admitted in December, 1887. 

Mr. Hy. Newson Patstey, solicitor, 5, Gray’s-inn-square, W.C., has 
— a an a Commissioner for Oaths. -Mr. Paisley was admitted in 

uly, 1887. 





GENERAL. 


It is stated that Mr. justice Vaughan Williams and Lady Williams met 
with a a accident at Hampstead late on Tuesday night. After 
dining with Mr. and Mrs. Henry Stedall at The Firs, Hampstead-heath, 
they left in their carriage at about 11 o’clock. The coachman accidentally 
drove on to the high footpath, instead of on to the -way, of the 
Spaniards-road, and the carriage fell right over on to the left side. Mr. 
Justice and Lady Williams extricated themselves through the window, and 
were slightly scratched by broken glass. The coachman was hurt about 
the hands and face. 


In the City of London Court on Saturday, says the Times, before Mr. 

mmissioner Kerr, the case of Joyce v. Ward was heard. The plaintiffs 
sought to enforce oP gs space of the sum of £25 due from the defendant. 
The defendant he could not pay the money. He owed £170 in all. 
Mr. Commissioner Kerr said the defendant owed too little to be made a 
bankrupt at the Bankruptcy Court. All he could do was to get into debt 
more deeply than he was, and then he could become a bankrnpt. That 
was the state of the law. It was simply ridiculous. The defendant 
offered to pay the plaintiffs 5s. per month. Mr. Commissioner Kerr said 
he would e the order for payment of 5s. month, as the defendant 
had offered it, but it was hard upoti the defendant that he should pay 
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his debts when men who owed thousands escaped by paying, perhaps, 1s. 
in the pound. 

Sir James Stephen, says the Pall Mall Gazette, will | 
by the officials of the Western Circuit for his protracted ang In 1888 
he sat at Exeter for sixteen consecutive hours, Frith only two adjournments 
of thirty and twenty minutes each, in order that he hight leave the city 
on the following morning at half- ten. The last case was called on 
about 11 p.m., and the jury brought in their verdict a few minutes before 
2a.m. He had on a previous ote sat till 1 a.m. at Beaumaris in 
order to leave the town at six the next morning. Once at Bodmin, - a 
commissioner, before he was raised to the bench, he a case at 5 oe 
p-m., had the jury, who could not agree, locked up at m., and 
their verdict at his lodgings at eight on the following m: 








COMPANIES. 
BRITISH LAW FIRE INSURANCE CO. (LIMITED), 


The ordinary general meeting of the company was held on Wednesday 
at the Cannon-street Hotel. Mr. Henry T. Norton presided, and, in 
moving the adoption of the report, stated that the net premium income 
for the year had been £42,336, as compared with £39,525 in the previous 
year. The commission stood at the rate of 15°5 per cent., while the 
ordinary expense ratio had declined to 37°3 per cent., including, however, 
the fees of the directors and local boards, which had not been 
The dividends on their investments had been a little over three per cent. 
With respect to the large proportion of ex com to net premium 
income, it had always been clearly understood that if the rd incurred a 
normal loss rate of fifty Pe cent., a net premium income of £47,000 was 
required before they could ‘‘ turn the corner.” There was no intention of 
increasing the expenses, and last year they did all they could to eons 
them. They had, he confessed, been somewhat alarmed at the v 
number of losses which they had at the end of 1892 . 7 vor he = ly "past 
of 1893, so that they did not increase their 
amount they reinsured in 1893 was greater than cope pba in n 1892 by 
£1,330. The loss ratio had been very ay og ne yen , but from the 
beginning ef the company it had Py ee ‘2 per cent., while, 
excepting in the years 1892 and 1893, it had never exceeded 47 per cent. 
The chairman further explainéd how largely the success of the company 
was due to the local boards. Mr. Robert Cunliffe seconded the motion, 
which was adopted. 





EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 


At the annual meeting of the society, held on Tuesday, the report stated 
that the total assurances in force at the end of the year, after deducting 
reassurances, were £6,921,530, the premiums on which amounted to 
£233,487, being an increase of £16,469 during the twelve months. Mr. 
Edmund Church, of the firm of Prior, Church, & Adams, was elected a 
director, in the room of the late Mr. Saunders, Q.C. 





ALLIANCE ASSURANCE COMPANY. 


At the annual general meeting of the reg held on Wednesday, 
the report stated that 970 policies, covering the sum of £814,399, and 
producing £29,327 in new premiums, were issued in the life department 
during the year. In the fire account the premium income for the year 
was £532,769 11s. 4d. 





LONDON GUARANTEE AND ACCIDENT CO. (LIMITED). 


At the meeting of this company, held on Tuesday, Mr. John Pares 
Bickersteth in the chair, the directors reported that the premium income 
for 1893, less bonus and rebates to assured and reassurances, was £103,946, 
and the interest on investments £7,556. The reserve fund amounted to 
£87,000, and the balance of revenue, including current risks, to £55 — 
The invested assets on December 31, 1893, were £196,762. A dividen 
declared on the preference shares at the rate of 5 cent. per annum, on on 
the ordinary shares of 4s. per share (making with the interim dividend 
eg in — 6s. per share), tax free, and a bonus of 2s. per share, 
also tax free 





Holders of New Zealand 5 per Cent. Consols Debentures (Annual 
Drawings) desirous of converting their holdings into 34 per Cent. In- 
scribed Stock are reminded that they should deposit same at the Chief 
Cashier’s Office, Bank of England, on or before Wednesday, the 2\st inst. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


, Rota or Reoistrars 1s ATTENDANCE ON 


Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. TTY. Norra. 

Mr. Farmer Mr. Ward Mr. Beal 
Rolt Pemberton Pugh 
Farmer Ward Beal 
Rolt Pugh 


be remembered | Tuesda’ 





Mr. Justice 
Kexewicn. Romzs. 
Mr. Jackson Mr. Carrington 
— = 
Lavie 
The Easter Vacation will commence 2g A I AY 
on Tuesday, the 27th day of March, Mtarch, 1894, both days inclusive. . 


WARING TO INTEXDING ee Puncuasens & Uoroughly ezanined by 


2 heme nese the ey gf “Seteorologeal Of, 
oer the Metac ay Visor 


Weatminstes (Estab. je vention Co who $V, 
WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gasette.—Faivay, March 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
A G. 8 od “+ before A; to 
NGLO-GaLiciAN SynpicatTs, Limrrep—Creditors are on or 
ond Of thelr debts or ae 








their names and addresses, and particulars of claims, to Beall & Co, 
House, Copthall avenue 

BuiuypELts, Lasean—Geelies ues ye or before 7, to send their names 

ons od petite otek or claims, to jus Leicester, 


betray ead nb = mm 

Cornus nog th ee s Water Snow ow Semen, ——— are required, 
on or before send their addresses, and particulars debts 

or claims, to Frederick Da & Co, 


i 


wwkins, 56, Cannon st. solors for ie neienae 
Co-orerative Fisu SUPPLY Co, mena for winding up, presented March 7; eg 
to be heard March 21 Queen Victoria ply by for petner. Notice 


on 
apperring must rewch the & sane en not later than ree gig ye 


New_ Ross Hitt Goip Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required to send their names and 
aud postions of Gale Gbts and cinies, to Wie Deoty One, 99, 


Cannon one semen or comers eo Senet Caer to do so on or 
before Apeil 90; aad those ies Pg wate de United Kingdom 
on or betore June 15. Renshaw lane, Cannon st, solors for liquidators 


p | Soa sn ote an CoAL anp Haiuway Co, ee oe y Nabe 

‘ore send their names addresses, particulars lebte or 

cama, t0 Charles Fitch Kemp, "3, Lombard Markby & Co, Coleman phorphed 
are required, on or bef: 


Seunveess Gop Mixixe Co, mgr oa = : 10, to 
send their names and particulars of their debts or claims, tc ae edn 
Chichele Orlebar, 31, Lombard st 
UNLonTED IN Ceaneeet.. 
Gvuarpian Permanent Beverit Buitpine Socrety— 
directed to 


8, be heard on March 21. 5.2, & H Both If, King W —— 
W. & W. A. Harle, Newcastle on Tyne, solors for petners. of eg 
seach the abovenamed not later thas © o'dieuk ta the Uiteanboa oF : 


London Gaszette.—Turspay, March 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Liurrep in CHANCERY. 
Darsy Bank Manresa Co, Liurrs: 


23, to send their 
Andrews Bebinees (ond Won Cee Sree, 1, Lover ot, Sae. 
Addleshaw & Warburton, Manchester, solors for 
a oo Fine Coseth 3 Lintre — Petition for winding up, seit aot 12, directed 
A pe pened cy Davidson 5 on. © So eS. 
whey appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 
of March 20 
Harry H. Warp, pes pen ie a 
their names and 





euliete”’ King st, Manchester pent idlebaw & Warburton, Manchester, solors 
— Morris & Co, Luourrep—Petn for presented Feb 13, directed to be 
heard on March 21.. wrong by. 8 ee Hae of Mah eee 
the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of March 
Srocxsroxers’ Bankine Seaneenan Lucrep—Creditors are wre a ate or before 
April 13, to Logg ba bege names and and addresses, and particulars of & Goeper 
9a, Coleman st 
ee Biscay oe nn a oe gia ts 
elr names or 
rae. ome, FF, King st, Manchester. Addleshaw & bia oF ean, 40 Jo are 
Woouer 6 Coat ag cage for 9, directed to be 
heard Vane s row, agents fo ents for North & & 4 


or petaing company. pon hE as 
inter than 6 o'clone 


mnths si . ; eee 
Sourn Srarrornpsurre Tramways Co— 
to be heard on y, March 21. ae & 8, Old J , solors 


petners. Notice of must reach the 

petners "Notice of appasring m 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

oom at Co-orgrative Association, Limirep, 2, Carteret st, Westminster. 


0 
Unirep Broruers Fairnpiy Society, Red Lion Inn, Chelmondiston, Suffolk. March 10 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or rey 


London Gasette—Turspay. 
Breaxeut & Co ‘Wine Merchants eka " Broakell v Breskell, Registrar, 


Cuapuix, Davin, Weston, Staffs April2 Hill v Chaplin, North,J Rider, Lanéaster pl, 
De Reixacu, Baron Jacquss, Paris, Financier apee 2 Imbert v De Reinach and The 
Las Railway Construction 

Epucumse, Joseru ) Maye 
North, J Nelson, Sertin’s fans, Conmen 
Moncas, I Husessr, Grosmeat, Ctaamont, aetsouthy Parmer, March 9 Capital and Counties 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
' Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, March 6. 
| Avces, Asutey Wittiam Granam, Green st, Esq April2 Lumley & Lumley, Conduit st 
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p ay Joon, Sheffield, Resor Manufactures April 30 Taylor & Co, Sheffield 
Axpszrsox, Axve, Selworthy, Spinster March 25 Hole, Minehead 


Anpnews, Exizapete, Ipswich, Widow April18 Westhorp 


Bargp, Grorce ALexayper, Curzon st, Esq April 2 Lumley & Lumley, Conduit st 
Barxer, Wiii1amM Ciaytox, Darley Knowle, Gent March 31 Sanders & Co, Birmingham 
Bazroy, Joux Antavr, Chadlington, Gent April 21 Rawlinson, Chipping Norton 
Bextiey, Ropert, Earlscourt April 14 Rundle & Hobrow, Basinghall st 

Beytuey, Saran Cuancorte, Croydon, Widow April 5 Rivington & Son, Fenchurch bldgs 
Bonn, Mane Axy, Upper Sydenham, Spinster May8 Cunliffes & Davenport, Chancery 


Brooxes, Joux Henny, New Bond st April2 Laumiley & Lumley, Conduit st 


Browx, Epwarp, East Brent, Somerset, Labourer March 24 


Brvxo, Camitua Faa v1, Turin April 16 Amos, Great Marlborough st 

Bavxo, Vinor1a Faa v1, Turin April 16 Amos, Great Marlborough st 

CAmppe.t, James, Conduit st April 2 Lumley & Lumley, Conduit st 

CtLapisn, Sterizn, Canterbury April 14 Mercer, Canterbury 

Ctarx, Cuartes Deiamene, Manchester April14 Rundle & Hobrow, Basinghall st 
Coursr, Caries, Clapham Common, Esq May1 Pearce & Sons, Giltspur st 

3 Lumley & Lumley, Con- 


Cusuirrs, Rosert Cuntirre Ropcer, Hadlow Castle April 


Deane, Dayret, Upper Holloway, Butcher May1 Pearce & Sons, Giltspur st 
De Lvc, Masy Aww Josernive Hannrer Lomsanp, Forest Hill, Spinster Aprill Row- | 
land & Hi i | 


ydon 


Epwaagpsoy, Joux, Hough Green, Farmer April 2i Husband, Widnes 

Farmer, Georoer, Lianidloes, Esq April2 Jenkins & Davies, Lianidloes 

Fisner, Evizasetu Axwiz, Blackpool April 16 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 
Grecory, Atrrep, Kennington, Clerk March 15 Pritchard & Sons, Gracechurch st 
Hausreap, Isaac, Bradford, Ironfounder April 26 Hutchinson & Sons, Bradford 
Hopxixsox, Joun, Harrogate, Collector of Taxes March 31 Bateson, Harrogate. 


Jexxixs, Tuomas, Caerphilly May 15 Lewis, Cardiff 


Joux, Wititam, Briton Ferry April 16 Tennant & Jones, Aberayon 


Layxowrrn, Mantua Horewoop Coates, Plymouth, Widow 


Mansvex, Samvet, Southport, Gent April i9 R & F H Taylor, Bolton 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasetie.—Farivay, March 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Asport, Joszri, Exeter, Chemist Exeter Pet March 5 
Ord March 5 


ANDREW ee Cuances, Hove, Tailor Brighton Pet 
rd March 7 


Beasuey, Fuxnis A N, Lambeth, - no ocevpation High 
Court Pet Jan 2 Ord March 


Berry Cantera Brockley, _ ne Greenwich Pet 
Fe March 6 





& Co, Ipswich 


March, Axbridge coln’s inn fields 





April1 Lane, Plymouth 











" MATTHEWS, Tame, Aberdare, Innkeeper Aberdare Pet 
March 6 Ord March 6 


MEAasvuREs, Poe rin Leicester, House Agent Leicester 
Pet March 7 Ord March 

tenn Samugt, St » Glos, Builder Bristol Pet 
March 6 Ord Mare! 


Mircuett, Mowraauz, Sheffield, Yeast Dealer Sheffield 
Pet March 7 Ord March 7 


Munn, Watter, Liverpool st, Jeweller High Court Pet 
March 6 Ord Marché - 


Munson, Heyry, Clapham Junction, Dairyman Wands-. 
worth Pet March7 Ord March 7 
Nossex, Iskart, Commercial rd, Baker High Court Pet 


nina Ricwarp, North Huish, Miller Plymouth Pet March 5 Ord March 5 

Mareh 5 Ord March 5 Nort, re. Pebmarsh, Farmer Colchester Pet March 
Cocutay, Barrymore, ame Contractor Brighton 7’ Ord March 7 

Pet Feb 14 Ord Mare! | ORRELL, AMBROSE, “ene Boot Maker Bolton Pet March 
CouitetT, Heyry Jou. eee, Wilts, Wheelwright Bath 5 Ord March 

Pet March 7 Ord March 7 | Parxinsox, Samu a angen, Butcher Chester Pet 
Cook, — eo <p Farmer Tunbridge Wells Pet | March 5 Ord March 

March 7 York Pet Feb 17 


Crawsnaw, bt, —_ 7 Bootmaker Halifax Pet | 
March 5 Ord March 5 

Creese, Atnert Epwarp, Worcester, Miller Worcester | 
Pet March 5 Ord March 5 

Crorrsr, Suravey Wricut, Fann st, Warehouseman High | 
Court Pet Jan 27 Ord March 6 

Eanrty, Henry, Witney, Woollen Manufacturer Oxford | 
Pek March 5 Ord March 5 

Ecxers._ey, Rosert, Kenyon, Lancs, Farmer Bolton Pet | 
March 5 Ord March 5 

Emmerson, Hanzy Frenxcu, Cambridge, Traveller Cam- | 
bridge Pet March5 Ord March 5 

Everity, Grore — angen, Grocer Birmingham Pet 
March 6 

Ferepay, Joseru ntl Beignere, rth, Licensed Vietu- | 

Ord March 7 
High Court Pet Jan3 Ord | 


Forses, Heyry WISDEN 
March 2 
Fonsnaw, Tuomas, Manchester, Commission Agent Man- | 
chester Pet Feb 21 Ord March 7 
Green, Groros, i ——- Stockton on Tees | 
Pet March 6 Ord 
Brighton Pet Feb 15 


Hatysworrs, pacer hdr 
Hammonp. oad Ricuarp, Arundel, Coach Builder Brigh- | 
March 6 Ord March 6 


ton Pet 
Hatrieip, Tuomas, Whitby Heath, Farmer Birkenhead 
Pet Feb 22 Ord March 7 


Horner, Henny, Northwick, Glos, Farmer Bristol Pet 
March 5 Ord March 5 

Hvuoues, Jous, Carmarthen, Cab Proprietor 

J ge lg Eon F Dealer Gloucest 

eNNINGS, Epwarp, Glo ‘ancy er Gloucester | 

Pet March 5 Ord 5 

Joxzs, Joux, Caerinion, Mont, Builder Newtown Pet | 
March 2 Ord March 2 

Kerrie, Artuve Wi.11Am, Baston, Lines, Grocer Peter- 

Pet March 5 Ord March 5 

a en sao, Grocer Liverpool Pet March 

, Laundryman Bangor Pet 

Liswe.tyy, ew Bridgend, Labourer Cardiff Pet | 

5 


March 5 March 
Lewis, Jony, wa Haulier Carmarthen Pet | 
March 3 Ord March 3 


Carmaithen 


Manrsua.t, 4 “p= Surrey, Builder Guildford ius 
Pet March 6 Ord 
Maszenwax, Jous, Derby Derby Pet March 5 Ord | 


| Poe paere, J at I Chemist 


Reep, Nee “4 Wurve, and Roserr Reep, Newcastle on 
Tyne ane Neweastle on Tyne Pet Feb 22 Ord 


Rosiysoy, pe Monkseaton, ww poy! Printer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 22 Ord March 

Rosixsonx, Tuomas, Millom, Cumb, Grocer Whitehaven 
et Feb 19 Ord March 5 

| mocaa, Gerorce, poo Coalminer Pontypridd Pet 

8 , Bown ee U; M High 

a *- pwin Erry, on! st, Surgeon 
Pet March poer 2 rane 44 rg 8 


fr Witiiam thy Jesse, Lambeth, Watchmaker 
h Court Pet March5 Ord h 5 
SHOEMACK, Law: ArD James, Bromley, Gent Croydon Pet 
Ord March 5 


SNowDeEy, Dieeuae Dukinfield, Cheshire, Commercial 
Traveller Ashton ander Lyne Pet March 7 Ord 


| § "5 T Fli F W: 
TEVENSON, James ITHELL, pose in ‘armer Wrex- 
ham Pet h5 Ord March 5 ” 
Stone, Ernraim, Leeds, Jeweller Leeds Pet March 5 
Ord March 5 


| Sw — ; ent Sutton, ee Croydon Pet March 
Ord March 6 


To = &. Ropert, Liv » Tobaceo Factor Liverpool 
Pet March7 Ord ¥ 
Turver, Ricnarp, Ince in ned Wagon Builder 


Wigan Pet Mar5 Ord Mar 

Turxer, Rosert Wintour, Hereford, Tailor Hereford 
Pet Mar7 Ord Mar7 

ViNIne, T= — Provision Dealer Bristol Pet 
Maré Ord Mar 


Wuirraksr, tne bw gomey pk rd, Butcher Wands- 
worth Maré Ord Mar6 

| Wryrer, —_ Aa, Btarbeck, Manager York Pet 
Maré Ord Maré 


| The flowing amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
in the maneen Ce Gazette of Feb 27 :— 
Davies, or 1p Wituiam, and ag a JEANES, 
Glam, Grocers Pontypridd a Feb 22 Ond Feb 22 4 


FIRST MEET 

Aaceee, Georce JAMEs, Waleall Saddler March 22 at 
Off Rec, Walsall 

Bras, Tuomas Wirutan, Rochester, Cabinet Maker March 


Marcum, James, South Ossetts, York, Farmer April 1 Burton & Dickinson, Wake- 


Mvzio, Susan, Highbury grove April2 Bros, Wormwood st 
Nye, Arrnvr Freperick, Clapham rd, Machiaist March 19 Rymer & Wild, Rochester 


Sinan tabeie A.pcrort, Southport Mayi1 Leigh, Manchester 

Pomurret, Raven Horner, Sunderland, Dyer April12 Wright, Sunderland 

Paics, Jouy, Mile Ead rd, Butcher April 30 Ashbridge, Whitechapel rd 

Raney, Rosert, Stragglethorpe, Notts, Farmer April6 Parr & Butlin, Nottingham 
Ricnarps, Evizasern, Caerphilly, Glam, Widow May15 Lewis, Cardiff 

Rostinson, Jons, Gosforth, Provision Merchant April 20 Brown, Newcastle on Tyne 
Roczrs, Joun Netsox, Covent garden, Army Contractor 


March 31 Robins & Co, Lin- 


Rose, Mary Anx, Woolwich, Widow April7 Duke, Gresham st 

Rosigr, Rosert, Cannon st May1 Ashley & Co, Old Jewry 

Rornwett, Apranam, Frodsham, Gent April 11 Moseley-Williams, Manchester 
Rock, Wit11am, South Kensington, Gent April16é Ruck, Craven st 

Scorr, Henry, Windsor, Major April10 Burton & Co, Lincoln 

Serceant, Tuomas, Abbots Langley, Law Stationer April27 Hand, Macclesfield 
Suyra, Caruertve, Brompton March 18 Hands, Warnford court 

Sotomoy, Cuartes, Gt Queen st, Musician April9 Allen & Son, Carlisle st 
Srepmay, Artuvur, Gt Bookham, Surrey, Surgeon April3 Young & Sons, Mark lane 
Srene.iy, Georce Frrenca, Gloucester pl, Lieut Col April7 Lush, Southsea 
Tar.ten, Maritpa, Ryde April6é Dashwood, Ryde 

Tuomas, Curtstoruer James, Bristol, Esq April7 Brittan & Co, Bristol 

Tuorntox, Henry, Chesham bldgs April 21 Romer & Haslam, Copthall chmbrs 
Tov, George Wricut, Highbury, Coal Contractor April 20 Lindo & Co, Coleman st 
Temagee J vom Great Yarmouth, Gardener March 24 


Trav ey Suaw, West Stockport, Coal Merchant April 30 Hand, Macclesfield 
| Watrtoy, Eowarp, Bromsgrove, Gent April 30 Sanders, Bromsgrove 

Wesrv, Saran Exzasetru, Walworth April 23 Burton, Blackfriars 

Wurrraxer, Rev Canon Rosert, Leamington April14 Hannay, Leamington 
Witxixsoy, Jouy, 8 Kensington, Auctioneer April 30 Richardson & Sadler, Golden sq 
Wixvie, Exua, Forest Hill, Widow Aprill4 Rundle & Hobrow, Basinghall st 


AE & WH Cowl, Great 


Merchant March 16 at 1 Off Rec, County chbrs, 
Market pl, Stockport 

CrawsHaw, ALBERT, a4 ao March 19 at 11 

C yankee aan i, boy ‘Agent March 21 at 3 

ROWTHER, CHARLES J AMES, 2 

Off , 35, Victoria st, Liv 

Davies, Davip Wituiam, and Maria Jzanes, Nelson, 
Glam, Grocers Mareh19at 12 Off Rec, 65, High st, 
Merthyr Tydfil 

Dore.t, Hersenrt Bay Rime: Oxford, Bootmaker March 
19at3 1, St Aldate’ 

Daiver, oan i, Keighley, Pr aor March 19 at 11 Off 

pecnuainen Ropert ag as Farmer March 19 at 
8 16, Wood st, Bolton 

Eppowes, Wa.tTes Dow .ey, Stamford, Surgeon March 20 
at 12 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

Emumersoy, Harry Faencu, Cam! , Clerk March 19 
at12 Off Ree, 5, Petty Oe, Cambrid 

Evans, Tuomas, and Rosert ILLIAMS, Cardiff, Grocers 
March 19 at 2.30 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Car diff 

Goopretiow, Rosert, Alston, Cumbs, Tailor March 16 at 
8 12, Lonsdale st, Carlisle 

Gairrirus, — Maxcus, Bristol, Commission Agent 
March 21 at 11.30 Off Rec, Bank chambers, Corn st, 


Bristol 
Gees OF Bee, 68, Treforest, Glam, conte March 19 
3 


Ree, 65 st, Merthyr 
Haryes, James, 5 ill, lumber" A 16 at 12.30 
24, Railway a h, London B rid 
Hau, ANDREW, ester, Tripe Deeaner March 20 at 


2.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bri ester 
ee a Morecambe. lees March 16 at 3.30 


Hogyer, Henny, N Farmer Mar 21 at 12.30 Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Cora st, Bristol 
eee Jouy, Bangor, Quarryman March 19 af 12 15 


wa: 
JENNINGS, aah Gloucester, Fancy Dealer March 17 
at 3 Off Rec, 15, King st, Gloucester 
Joxks, Hanae, Swansea, Boot Dealer March 16 at 12 


rd, Swansea 
Kiuper, Tuomas, Reading, Tobacconist March 19 at 12 
Queen’s Hotel, 


2. 
Ker7_e, ae 9 Wituiam, 
20 Law Courts, New an ne 
Larrgp, gy Eawtcotta Farmer March 20 at 11.30 
Off St Paul’s sq, 
LaRTER, Go, Temmieckacen ee Loeb — March 16 at 


8, Pihponda, Gis March 21 at 12 Off Ree, 
st, Bristol 


Masten, Jon Joux, Derby, Licensed ae March 16 
at 12 Off Rec, St. James’s chmbrs, Derby 
Merzoar, Harry, Forest Hill, Orchid Bs tg March 16 
at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Mixsom, Samvet, Glos, Builder March 21 atl 
» chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Musy, a Saag, ll st, Jeweller March 19 at 12 


3 
Loxe, 0, Cues, 


| Naprer, Francis Sane al Cheshire March 20 at 
3 ’s chmbrs, 


Manchi 
Nossex, Israzy, Commercial zi, er March 19 at 2.30 
OxgRet., Maker March 19 at 2.30 
16, Wood 


PgnyinGron, pews JAMES, gy mi! Builder March 
16 at 3.30 Off Rec, County chmbers, Market pl, 


Pru, Gzoraz, 





ity tian Hexton, Herts, Farmer March 22 at 11 
Court house, Luton 
Brexertox, Cuartes Wittiam, Marple, Cheshire, Coa 


Whittlesea, F. 
The Law ‘Courts, New rd, Pe P 





nis Sedans March 20 at12. 
eterborough 











Jon: 











at 


on, 
st, 


11.30 
16 at 
Ree, 
ch 16 
ch 16 
| atl 
at 12 
20 at 


t 2.30 


t 2.30 


March 
t pl, 
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Ros W: Houen, N 
16 a 8 3 Off Ree, ic ee aen 


Rosryson, Pag = Millom, Cumb, Grocer Mareh 20 at 
12.15 6t, Duke st, Whitehaven __ 

SALTER, Antaur Joux, Axbridge, Licensed Victualler 
Mareh 21 at 3 Of Heo, Bank chbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
ameeam § oy Bridgend, Confectioner 

Queen st, Cardiff 

STaFrorp, —_ Hannisow, Rugby, Draper Mar 19 at 12 
Off Rec, 17, Hertford % ee 

Sreap, Tuomas, Batley, Joiner 16 at3 Off Rec, 
Bank ge | 

Srricktanp, Witi1am, Bournemouth, Painter Mar 17 at 
12.30 Off Ree, 

TaYor, ~— Gt Grims' y, Tailor Mar 17 at 11 Of 

Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Tuner, ghee Ince in Makerficld, Wagon Builder 
Mari9at2 16 Wood st, Bolto n 

Vinixea, ag Provision Dealer Mar 21 at 1.30 
0 Bank chbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Wuitworrs, Jonx, Stone, Grocer Mar 17 at 2.30 Off 


Rec, Shrewsbury ; 
beter i rp ue , Nantymod, Glam, Collier Mar 20 at 
Cardiff 
Wier CALEn Hope, Bt k, Manager Mar 21 at 12.30 
, 28, Stonegate, York 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Brooxixe, Ricuarp, North Huish, Miller Plymouth 
Pet Marech5 Ord March 5 


Brows, Tuomas Watson, Leytonstone, Solicitor High 
Court Pet March3 Ord March 3 ; 

Ciaxton, Gezorcs Tuomas, Thavie’s inn, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Jan2 Ord March 6 

Co.ueTT, Hexry Joux, Keevil, Wheelwright Bath Pet 
March 7 March 7 

Cotiiscnoxs, Jonany Jacos, Finsbury circus, Merchant 
High Court Pet Feb 22 Ord March 3 

Caawsuaw, Apert, Halifax, Bootmaker Halifax Pet 
March 5 Ord March 5 

Crrzse, Atsert Epwarp, Worcester, Miller Worcester 
Pet March 5 Ord March 

Daayat, Caartes, Horley, Brewer Croydon Pet Jan 
24 Ord Marché 


De Savuuxes, Sauvet Henny, Handsworth, aaa Merchant 
Birmingham P Pet Feb 24 Ord March 

Ecxersiey, Rosert, Kenyon, Farmer Bolton Pet March 
5 Ord March 5 

Epwarps, Joun Wiit1am, Blaenau Festiniog, Grocer 
Portmadec Pet March1 Ord March 7 

Eumerson, Harry Frexcu, Cambridge, Clerk Cambridge 
Pet March 5 Ord March 5 

Evans, Tuomas, and Ropert hd or a Cardiff, Grocers 
Cardiff Pet Feb 22 Ord March 

Ferepay, Joszru Bannarp, Brid, orth, Licensed Victualler 
Madeley 4 March 


Pet March7 Ord h 7 
Foster, W, 7 Wandsworth Builder Wandsworth 
Pet Feb5 Ord 
GoopreLLtow, Rosest, ‘Alston, Combrid, Tailor Carlisle 
Pet Feb 16 Ord March 5 
Green, Gzorez, Darli aaa Stockton on Tees 
Pet March6 O:d 
GairriTus ag Maxrcus, ‘Bristol, nie Agent 
Bristol Pet March 2 Ord March 
Haut, Woeun Leicester, Mechanic fret Pet Jan 
30 Ord Mar 3 
Hammonp, Joun Ricuazp, Arundel, Coachbuilder Brighton 
i tes J Canes MO b Prop Carmarth 
UGHES, JOBN, en, Cal rietor en 
Pet March’5 Ord March 
Jzxxinas, Epwarp, Gloucester, Fancy Dealer Gloucester 
March 5 Ord March 7 
Builder 
5 
Kerrie, Artavr Wit.1am, Baston, aaoat, Grocer Peter- 
- borough Lg Fal Ord March 5 ne 
1zRAN, Petsr, Liverpool, Grocer verpool March 
5 Ord March 5 
LiEwetLyy, Marruew, Bridgend, Labourer Cardiff Pet 
March 5 Ord March 5 
Lyyes, Cuarves, Maida vale,Tailor High Court Pet Jan 
He. = J Daslington Licensed Victualler Derb: 
STERMAN, JOHN, ‘ y 
Pet March 5 Ord Mazch 5 
e, Innkeep Aberd: Pet 
6 
Measures, Jossrn, Leicester, Collector Leicester Pet 
7 March 7 
Mircue.,, Monracvus, Sheffield, German Yeast Dealer 
i — Pet Fane . ot " igh os 
unx, WALTER, eee st, Jeweller High Court 
M ry an tw J = Wands- 
Usson, Henry Sion, airyman an 
worth Pet March 7 Ord Ma 
Nossex, Israrn, Reece rd, Baker High Court Pet 
March 5 Ord March 5 
Norr, Henry, Pebmarsh, Essex, Farmer Colchester Pet 
March 7 ‘Ord March 7 
Onrzt., Ampross, Bolton, Boot Maker Bolton Pet March 
March 5 


5 Ord 
Panxrson, , Saee Butcher Chester Pet 
— Wahone, 





Martruews, = Ab 


Revssyer, OKAen y - wr mn, Camberwell, Club Caterer 
ig’ Pet Feb 16 ‘Ord Feb 16 
ey ee, Mi ton, Printer Newcastle on Tyne 
‘eb 22 


5 
Rosrxsox, Tuomas, Millom, Grocer Whitehaven Pet Feb 
Ro 17 beeen 5 4a P Pet 
LLs, Groner, idd, Coalminer Pontypridd 
Ord Mazen 8 


r 
Tse Bangor, Tailor Bangor Pet Feb14 Ord 
Scunozper, Heyry SHutpHAm s Court, Financial 
Agent High Court Pet Feb 3 Onl Marck 6 
Suxrrarp, Wittiam Joun Jesss, Lambeth, Watchmaker 
or igh Court tee Ord March 5 
EPRENS, JOSEPH uiam, Kingsland, Tabscconist High 
Court Pet Marchi Ord March 6 


Geom, Hpenams, Lost, Jeweller Leeds Pet March 5 
8 +d . Pet Mar 
wane, cae Soin, Lathan: Croydon 


Turner, Ricwarp "an & Makerfield, Wagon Builder 
a Wigan Pet March 5 Ord Mareh 5 ms 
RNER, Bert WINTOUR, P meee Tailor Heref: 
W. Nees Eb 4 y - Cossington, Gent Leicester 
ALKE WARD JOSHUA, 
Pet Jan 30 Ord March 3 


Wore, te oe fentante, Hotel Keeper Canterbury 


Wurrrak Raed ay Battersea J 
Butcher’ Wandsworth <a 1 Ord March 6 
Winter, Caves Hosas, Starbeck Pet March 6 Ord 
March 6 
substituted for that 


The pon ty rr notice is 

the London Gazette of Feb 27 :— 

Davies | ney  amickans and Marta Janes, Nelson, 
Glam, Grocers Pontypridd Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 


London Gazette.—Turspay, March 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 





Barney, Wituau G Covent Garden, Florist High 
D 8 Ord March 8 

Brarpmore, Saran Anx, Wednesbury, Licensed Victualler 
Walsall Pet Mareh8 Ord March 8 


Beavcan, Toomas Car.itt, Barton on Humber, iat 
Vietualler Gt Grimsby Pet March7 Ord March 
Bonsatu, wn ey Coal Dealer Derby bet 

March 9 Ord March 9 
Boones, She Facet, Newbury, Berks Newbury Pet Feb 
27 Ord March 8 
Buraows, Fe.ix, Stockton on Tees, pete Stockton 
on Tees Pet March 9 Ord March 
Burrery, Jouw Hewry, Lichfield, Boot Maker Walsall 
Pet March 8 Ord March § 
Carvws.t, Josern, 8 Benwell, General Dealer Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet March 9 Ord March 9 
Carrot, Moses, St Helen’s, Ricuneusee Liverpool Pet 
e March 8 Fey oP 8 - - 
ARYVILI, TLLIAM verpool, Grocer verpool 
March 8 Ord March 8 
Cuittmarp, WitL1AM Anpersos, Middlesborough, Stevedore 
SI on Tees Pet March9 Ord 9 
Cuxcn, Evwiy, Southmoor, Harness Maker Oxford 
Pet March 9 Ord March 9 
Cocxrett, Erxvest Lawaence, Didsbury, Oil Merchant 
Manchester Pet March 10 Ord March 10 
Coxe, Joszen Rossins, i Grocer Bicmingham 
ey 
AW3ON 1Lu1AM Hewry, 0 
E ae ng © alte x ‘i aty h 
péMonDs, Ropert, Gt armout 
Pet March 9 Ord March 9 
Enson, JH High Court Pet Feb7 Ord March 9 
Frost & Co, L, Finsbury pavement, Merchant High Court 
Pet Feb 10’ Ord Mareh 9 
Garr, CuaRLes Aran ayoan, Oxford, Auctioneer Oxford 
@ aa vie ew Birmi ‘ham, Birming- 
EORGE, ALFRED Epwarp, Grocer 
Cane ret Mareh 10 ed March 10 me see 
REEK, CHARLEY, ymouth 
G J “4 Tao N Mon, Colliery Manager 
REEN, James Taomas, New 7 q 
Haro eas Maaee, Ces OFhiat Comst Pet Feb 
ppow, Tsaomas LBY, et 13 
me... Mamh 9 West Smithfield, Vintner Court 
OND, LI in High 
Hort March 8 Ord March a , i 
UTCHINSON, JosePH, Leeds, Distraint Agent Leeds 
March 8 Ord March 8 
Izzazp, Jon» Tuomas, Burton on Trent, Bootmaker Bur- 
ton on Trent Pet March8 Ord March 8 
Jounson, Henry, Chatham, Carter Maidstone Pet March 
10 Ord March 10 
Jounstong, Francis Carcaton, Cardiff, Coal Agent Cardiff 
Pet March8 Ord March 8 
cre, Som Cardiff, Chemist Cardiff Pet March 6 Ord 


i Sees Senssees, no) Ord i pm. Carpenter 


Jonzs, Toomas, Draper Pontypridd Pet 
March9 Ord 

oer * aoe Gunsmith Chester Pet Murch 

Kite Tats ple, Tiber Manhunt High Con 
¥BE, ue 
Rua dvi 


Ketty, ont icine, and Cuaries Everys 
| gp Auctioneers High 
Pet March 10 Ord March 10 


ge 7 ponding Truro {Pet 


Pacxuarp, JonaTHan Pixper, Dronfield, Farmer Chester- 
s field Pet March 9 Ord a 
AWLETT, OHN THomas, Clifton, Master Bristol 
Pet March 9 Ord March 9 ee ie 
‘ March 9 Ord March 9 
HA 
Hawtadicm Wyse’ ‘Be Manes oot sea’ 
aape Epwarp, _— t 
TREvEAL, ‘ewport, , Tailor Newport, 
Mon” Pet March 10° Ord Mareh 10 
Vern, Witt1am Wi115, Exeter, Exeter Pet 
. no March 9 ‘i 
ALTON, J AM! Stockton on 
‘March 9” Ord March 9 yer 





Sreve J 
omg ey proven, Hee, Hope, tee Farmer Wrex- 





eee. 
Yume Odea ee 


Barnes, Wiii14m Henry, ee March 
21 at 11 * Colmore row, 


Oi Hee, Alber rf Middesborough March 22 
ae... bd. nan, Harwich, Innkeeper 28 at 11,30 


Brooxixe, Ricaarp, Colchester Huish, Miller March 21 at 11 
10, Athansoum ter, 
CHANTLER, oa FREDERICK, Birkenhead, Book 





1at2.30 Off 35, Victoria st, Li 
DatnTrey. Sous AMES, h, Solicitor 21 
2 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, ton 
Dunvis, Taomas, Nurseryman 21 at il @, 
way Bridge 


Dent, Henny. Newby. Farmer March 21 at 11.15 120, 
‘Kendal 


Ferepay, Joszrn Barnard, Licensed Victualler 
March 20 at 8 Off Ree, Talbot ¢ chmbre, Shre Shrewsbury 
Fieipsx, Goren, Farmer April 5 at 1.30 
Hotel, Nicholas st, ! 
Fisupnovse, Witi1am, Manchester, Ironfounder March 
21 at 3.15 Ugden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Prsn-Gasere, E. G., Saaees rd 2lati2 Bank- 





ru 

Forsnaw, Taomas, Manchester, Commission Agent March 
21 at3 ’s chmbrs, st, 

Fox, Rosser J H, Great st, Clerk March 20 at 

Come, Tuomas, East + mot gamaal March 21 


Dorset Arms, East Grinstead 


Hanvaso, Has Harry eee esate Goce eet Gin tans 


ner ll — ag 

Haryes, Starrorp Aurrep, Great Musgrave, Clerk in Holy 
Orders March 2i at 12 120, Kendal 

Hammonp, Joun Ricnarp, uilder March 
20at3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion 

Heruentneron, Grorce, Wigton, March 21 at 12 





1 st, 
suet. Puass, Jewin —ry Furrier March 20 at 12 
Jonss, Jonny, Caerinion, Builder March 21 ati 


Kaserry, Jonx, Rochdale, Machinist March 22 at 2.15 

ae ee See th Withent March 20 

Koppennacey, Hewry, ae ighton “March 20 at 12 Of 
4, Pavilion Brighton 

Jouy, Builder March 22 at 11 


Butcher March 21 at 2.30 


, Auctioneer, F 
lane ae Edmonton, Brickla; ye Mee 
i = ple chinbr Temple enn March 20 


Siete hs ee, 29, Queen Cardiff * 
U! Hewry, Gent March 
at iz Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, avenue 

130 "OR Beet je st, Leicester = 

Masry, somanp, Tw ‘Bootmaker March 91 at 
Ree, Temple avenue 

Moatimer, Georcs Cugstox, Baie salg — 

Mareh 22 at 11.30 2%, way approach, London 


semen, 1Lt14M Henny, Leckhampton, Grocer March 20 

Nort, Henry, Farmer March 23 ati2 Town- 

Parxivson, 8 Willington, Butcher March 21 at 12 
chmbrs, er 

Seety, Jonn Ricnanp Paarr, Nate 

March 2396 1.15 ‘Lab Off tea, alisbury 





Sxowpow, 
“Ser Tarde 8 at 2.80 ee 
one, Pam Jeweller March2iat1l Of Reo, 
ho ag Wins Butcher March 21 at 3 
Off 8, rd, 
March 21 at 11 BF at ’ 
U Tnox Faeperick 8a , Builders. 
vec 30 at Wines, Gefen March 30 at 
*] Off ‘Exeter 
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Wauxen, Jonx, Kendal, Labourer March 21 at 10.45 120, 
Kendal 


Watrox, ‘om, Rochdale, Tinplate Worker March 22 at 
2.45 T , Rochdale 
The foll amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of Mar. 6: 
Tuomrsox, Epwis, omy Accountant March 22 
at11 Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Avams, Joun, Clacton on Sea, Outfitter Colchester 
Jan 81 Ord Match 8 

Acer, Erxest Epwarp, Ipswich, Outfitter Ipswich 
Feb 23 Ord March 8 


Auten, Cuartes Witu1am, Barnet, Builder Barnet Pet 
Feb 6 


March 7 

Ayprews, Wii.1am Cuarves, Hove, Tailor Brighton Pet 
March 5 Ord March 9 

Bay ey, 2 Ironmonger Wandsworth Pet 
Dec'19 Ord March 

Beavvan, "imaes hl Barton on Humber, Licensed 
Victualler Great Grimsby Pet March7 Ord March 7 

Bonsatt, Josern, Chelmorton, Derby, Coal Dealer Derby 
Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

Bow.es, Grorcr, Harwich, Innkeeper Pet 
Feb19 Ord March 8 

Burrows, Fetix, Stockton on Tees, Innkeeper 
on Tees Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

Burrery, Jonuw Hewny, Lichfield, Bootmaker 

et March 8 Ord March 9 

Canpwe.t, Joszern, Newcastle on Tyne, General Dealer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet March9 Ord March 9 

Carro.i, Moss, St Helens, Greengrocer 
March 8 


Colchester 
Stockton 
Walzall 


Liverpool Pet 
March 8 

Carnvinz, Wittram, Liverpool, Pet 
March 8 Ord March 8 

Cartimaip, Wiiu1am Anperson, Middlesborough, Steve- 
dore kton on Tees Pet March9 Ord March 9 

Cuiixcn, Epwrs, mom, Harness Maker Oxford Pet 
March 9 Ord March 

Cropper, Survey ous. Fann st, Warehouseman High 
Court Pet Jan27 Ord March 8 

Epuoxps, Rosert, Great Yarmouth, Waterman Great 
Yarmouth PetMarch9 Ord March 9 

Evenitt, Gzoroe, Birmingham, Grocer Birmingham Pet 
March 6 h 8 


Grocer Liverpool 


Forsuaw, Tnomas, Manchester, Commission Agent Man- 
Feb 21 Ord March 9 

Greex, Cuartey, Plymouth, Dairyman Plymouth Pet 
March10 Ord March 10 

Houpex, Arruur, Bradford, Designer Bradford Pet 
March 8 Ord March 8 

Hurcurson, Josern, Leeds, Distraint Agent Leeds Pet 
March8 Ord March 8 

Izzarp, Joux Tuomas, Burton on Trent, Shoe Maker 
Burtonon Trent Pet March8 Ord March 8 

Jounstone, Francis Cricuton, Cardiff, Coal Agent Car- 
diff March 8 Ord March 9 

Jounson, Henry, me Carter Maidstone Pet Mar 
8 Ord March 1 


Jones, Davin, Cardiff, Chemist Cardiff Pet March 6 
Ord March 7 

Jongs, Epwarp Fippian, Handsworth, Iron Founder 

ham Pet Feb6 Ord March 8 

Joxgs, Eumanvet Tarovorr, Wolverhampton, Carpenter 
Wolverhampton Pet March8 Ord March 9 

Jones, Tuomas, Liancaiach, Draper Pontypridd Pet March 
9 Ord March 9 

Chester Pet March 

Builder Truro Pet 


Pet Feb 28 


Joxzs, Wu..1am, Chester, Gunsmith 
8 Ord h 8 


Kine, Cuaates Jouy, St Austell, 
March 8 March 8 

Korrennacey, Henny, Brighton Brighton 
Ord March 8 

LopenstEin, Cart Pariir, Newgate st, Restaurant Proprie- 
tor h Court Pet Feb 7 Ord March 7 

Lone, Cates, Fishponds Bristol Pet March 2 Ord 

March 8 

Mappison, Tuomas Harwoop, = Surgeon High 
Court’ Pet Feb 15 Ord March 

Guildford Pet 


Mansuatt, James, Haslemere, Builder 
6 Ord March 10 
Marner, Ext, Birstall Leeds Pet March8 Ord March 8 
Maryuew, Joun, Gt Barford, Farmer Bedford Pet March 
9 Ord March 10 
Mixvatwa, P R, “ieee Kensington High Court Pet Jan 1 


Nevumays, ll Paruir, Scarborough, Artist Scarborough 
Pet Feb 24 Ord March 

Packarp, JonaTHan ream Dronfield, Derby, 
Chesterfield Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

Ropents, Wituiam Huon. Mowpert, Builder Newport, 
Mon Pet Feb19 Ord March 

Satrer, Artuur Jons, Axbridg e, Licensed Victualler 

. wane Jan =e ee 

win Erry, pper Montagu st, Surgeon High 

““Dourt Pet March 6 'Ord March 9 

Souneiper, Nemaxn, Dalston, Commission Agent High 
Court ‘Pet Feb 13 Ord March 8 

Scorr, Matruew, Acton Vale, Builder High Court Pet 
Nov 30 Ord 8 

Suirn, Rosger, Upper Thames st, Ironfounders High 
Court Pet June7 Ord Marché 

Sxowven, Frepericx Jacos, Dukinfield, Traveller Ashton 
under Lyne Pet March7 Ord March 10 


Srexcer, Eowarp, Keswick, Fish Merchant Cockermouth 
Pet 9 Ord March 9 


Farmer 





Torrze, Rosert Axprew Campsect, Liverpool, Tobacco | 
Factor 


Liverpool Pet March7 Ord March 10 
—a Tuomas Samvet, Newport, Mon, Draper 
port, Mon Pet March 8 Ord March 10 


Vaux, Witti1am Wii1s, Exeter, Hairdresser Exeter Pet 
Ord March 9 


9 
Vixixc, Hersert, Bristol, Provision Dealer Bristol Pet 
March 6 Ord March 10 


Watrox, Jauzs, Middlesborough, Clerk Stockton on Tees 
Pet March 9° Ord March 9 


New- | 


i 
i 


Wittrams, Wim, and James Geoncs Witi1aMs, New- 
port, Mon, Ship Carpenters Newport,Mon Pet Feb 
27 Ord March 10 

Wrsoy, Eryest Huser, Abchurch ane] Insurance Broker 
High Court Pet Jani7 Ord Mare 

Worswor, James, Derby Derby Pet rb ‘3 Ord March 8 


Yeates, Hnvry Groroe, Notting Hill, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Jan16 Ord March 8 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


March 19.— Messrs. Norman & Sox, at the Town Hall, 
Stratford, E., at 7.30 p.m., Plots of ow eg Building 
Land (see advertisement, March 10, pose *) 

March 20.—Messrs. Wau. Grocan & YD, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Leasehold Riverside Mansion (see 
advertisement, March 3, page 299). 








SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1894. 
M ESSRS. DEBEN EAM. TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATE to announce 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTAT , Investments, 
Town, Subu: ban, and Country Houses, Business ises, 
Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
Stocks, Shares, and other Properties will be oy OK at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, in the City of London, as follows :— 
1894. 

Tuesday, March 20 | Tuesday, June 5 
Tuesday, April 3 | Tuesday, June 12 
Tuesday, April 10 | Tuesday, June 19 
Tuesday, April 17 | Tuesday, June 26 
Tuesday, April 24 | Tuesday, July 3 
Tuesday, May 1 Tuesday, July 10 
Tuesday, May 8 Tuesday, July 17 
Tuesday, May 22 | Tuesday, July 24 
Tuesday, May 29 | Tuesday, July 31 

Auctions can also be held adi other Save, ts in town or 
country, by arrangement. Tewson, 
Farmer, & Bridgewater whdertehe Sales and ss and Valuations 
for Probate and other purposes, of Furniture, Pictures, 
Farming Stock, Timber, &c 

DETAILED LISTS OF INVESTMENTS, Estates, 
Sporting Quarters, Residences, Shops, and Business Pre- 
mises to be Let or Sold by private contract are published on 
the ist of each month, ms ean be obtained cf Messrs. 
Debenham, Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater, Estate Agents, 
Surveyors, and Valuers, 80, ~s, 80, Oheapsi e, London, E.C. Tele- 


zossien, Aug. 7 

Tuesday, Aug. 14 
Tuesday, Aug. 21 
Tuesday, Oct. 2 
Tuesday, Oct. 16 
Tuesday, Oct. 30 
Tuesday, Nov. 13 
| Tuesday, Dec. 4 


REVERSIONS, ANNUITIES, LIFE 
INTERESTS, LIFE POLICIES, &c. 


ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRAN- 


ED eee ee ee oo ae 
and Reversion Valuers and Auctioneers, be 
all questions aj to the ahove Intesestn. 
( by the late Mr. H. BE, 
Marsh in 1843) occur on the First Thursday in each Month 
== 5S e year, —s are the medium for 


Ad 
etion, permanent rigages 
Bary 7 og mistioh London, E.C. oe 





FFICES to be Let, at 17, Pall-mall East, 


ery convenience 

ah told on to nth Seer ne 
£48, ‘eb0, £120, £175, and £275, including rates and taxes.— 
Apply to Hovsexeerer, on the Premises. 





O SOLICITORS or Acnuntante desirous 
of a central position amongst the Wholesale Drapery 
Houses, where a very be 
Commandin «he Premises in opposite Messrs. 
I. & R. Mo oy ty ape at 
sional man anxious to extend t this | branch.—Apply, by letter, 
to W. B. Q., 4, T E.C. 








Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL oysvrance company 


umirep. FIRE. 
Established 1908. 


1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed — £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
‘otal Funds £1,500,000. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY. 
LIMITED 
(EsTABLISHED 1828), 


Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life Interests, and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities.--17, King’s Arms- 
yard, Coleman-street, E.C. 








Sales for the Year 1894. 


phone No. 1,503. 

\ ESSRS. E. & H. LUMLEY, of St. 
pt James’s-house, 22, St. James’s-street, Lenten, 
8.W., beg to announce for the forthcomi year the 
following” DAYS of SALE, at the AUCTION MART, 
Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., but in addition others can be 
arranged for special sales. Terms on application :— 


Tuesday, Mar. 20 Tuesday, June 26| Tuesday, Sept. 11 
Tuesday, April 17 | Tuesday, July10| Tuesday, Oct. 2 
Tuesday, May 22 Tuesday, July 31| Tuesday, Nov. 6 
Tuesday, June5 | Tuesday, Aug.14; Tuesday, Dec. 4 
Messrs. E. & H. Lumley announce in the advertisement 
columns of “‘ The Times,” on Wednesdays and Saturdays, 
a complete list of their Sales, which will include Estates in 
England, Ireland, and Scotland, town and country gy = 
ties, ground-rents, reversions, gas and water shares, 
In cases where property is to be included in these Fang 
ample notice should be given in order to insure due 
publicity. —St. James’ ‘s-house, 22, St. James’s-street, 8S.W. 


MESSRS. STIMSON & SONS, 
Auctioneers, Surveyors, and Valuers, 
8, MOORGATE STREET, BANK, E.C., 
AND 
2, NEW KENT ROAD, 8.E. 
(Opposite the Elephant and Castle). 


A UGEsCs | SALES are held at the Mast, 

Tokenhouse-yard, City, on the second and 
Thursdays in each month and on other days oe 
may require. 

STIMSON & SONS undertake SALES and LETTINGS 
by PRIVATE TREATY, Valuations, Surveys, Negotiation 
of Mortgages, Receiv erships i in Chancery, — by Auction 
of Furniture and Stock, Collection of Rents, &c. Separate 
printed Lists of House Property, Ground-Rents for Bale, 
and Houses, &c., to be Let, are issued on the Ist of each 
month, and can be had Fy A ——. or free by 
post for two stamps. ch or insertion. Tele- 
graphic addrem, ‘*Servabo, Landon. ad 


N ESSRS. ROBT. W. MANN & SON, 
SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 
AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 
Rost. W. Mays, F.8.1., Taomas R. Ransom, F.S.1. 
J. Baasnaw Mayy, F.8.1., W. H. Maxx), 
12, Lower Grosvenor-place, Eaton-square, 8.W., and 
$2, Lowndes-street, Belgrave-equare, 8.W. 





{ ENSIN GTON. —Two Modern-built Resi- 
dences, Stafford-terrace, Phillimore-g ens, in the 
A and favoured district between Holland-park and 
Kensington-gardens, and close to High-street Station on 
the Inner Circle Railway, containi ree fine reception- 
drooms, and the us offices ; sanitation up 

to date ; every portion well lighted; lease fourteen years 
corner house £140, middle house £125. —Appl ‘ex Fuso | 

Davis, 4, Upper Phillimore-place, Kensington, 








REVERSIONS. 
I AW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
4 SOCIETY (Limited). 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


CuarnMan—Epwarp James Bevin, Esq., Q.C. 


Deruty-Cuainman —Joun CuErk, Esq., Q.C. 
REVERSIONS and Life Interests Purchased. Im- 
mediate and Deferred Annuities granted in exchange for 
Reversionary and Conti t Interests. 

_LOANS may also be obtained on the security of Rever- 
sions. 

Prospectuses and Forms of een, and all further in- 
formation, may be had at the office 

Cc. B. ‘CLABON, Secretary. 


INSURANCE OFFICE. 
Founded 1710. 


ine Courts Branon, 
CHANCERY LANE, W.C., 


A. W. COUSINS, 


(FIRE) District Manager. 
SUM INSURED in 1892, £391,800 000. 
NDO: AZEITE blished b thori and 

LOMONDON and UNTEY aby ERTISEMENT 
ptt .—No. 117, CHAN LANE, FLEET 

ENRY GREEN, Advertisement pagent: 

— the attention of the Legal 
ence of ge of 
© phy hm notices, 


solicits their pif. as appr —N.B. 
Forms, Gratis, for Biatory Notices to Creditors and Dis- 
solutions of with necessary Declaratien. 
stamps for advertisements and file of “ London 
Gazette” kept. By appointment’ 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Ae MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Ma the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
“ Julbinl bench, Coeporation ¢ London, &c. 


jd the 
0 Bec any » 
Pie be tous 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 

Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Olergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


| 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








